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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

SOI.  Misbranding  of  "  Dr.  Hubbard's  Vegetable  Germicide.''  U.  S.  v.  Wil- 
liam II.  Hubbard  and  Met  (a  P.  H.  Dillon  (J.  Hubbard  &  Co.).  Plea 
of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  284.    Dom.  No.  7680.) 

On  October  28,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  William  B. 
Hubbard  and  Metta  F.  H.  Dillon,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  firm 
name  and  style  of  J.  Hubbard  &  Co.,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  or  about  January  7,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts 
into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  labeled  "  Dr.  Hubbard's  Vege- 
table Germicide,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  24  bottles,  each  inclosed  in  a  wrapper 
or  carton,  and  inclosed  in  each  of  the  wrappers  or  cartons  were  certain 
pamphlets  or  circulars. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1) 
that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  and  the  cartons,  and  the  pamphlets  or  circulars, 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "A  most  effec- 
tive Antiseptic,  Disinfectant  and  Germicide,"  whereas  the  article  was  not 
and  is  not  a  most  effective  disinfectant  and  germicide,  but  was  a  very  weak 
disinfectant  and  germicide ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "When  sprayed  from  an  atomizer  it  destroys  germs  and  prevents 
disease,"  whereas  when  sprayed  from  atomizer  the  article  would  not  prevent 
all  diseases ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cartons  or  wrappers  bore  the 
statement,  "A  most  Effective  Germ  Destroyer  &  Preventive  of  Disease.  Destroys 
Bad  Odors.  Purifies  the  Air,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  a  most  effective 
germ  destroyer  and  preventive  of  disease,  but  was  a  very  weak  germ  destroyer 

1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 
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and  preventive  of  disease,  and  would  not  destroy  bad  odors  and  would  not 
purify  the  air;  and  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  car- 
tons bore  the  statement,  "Dr.  Hubbard's  Vegetable  Germicide,  a  powerful  anti- 
septic and  germ  destroying  compound,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  a  power  nr 
antiseptic  and  germ-destroying  compound,  but  was  a  very  weak  antiseptic  an:l 
germ  destroyer;  and  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  < 
tons  bore  the  statement,  "Its  purifying  and  disinfecting  properties  are  due  I 
the  power  possessed  by  its  ingredients  of  absorbing  atmospheric  oxygen  ami 
converting  it  into  Peroxide  of  Hydrogen,  a  highly  oxidizing  agent  and 
similar  in  its  action  to  ozone,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  have  any  purify Lng 
and  disinfecting  properties  which  were  due  to  power  possessed  by  the  in- 
gredients of  the  article  of  absorbing  atmospheric  oxygen  and  converting  it  into 
peroxide  of  hydrogen,  and  the  article  and  any  of  the  ingredients  thereof  did  not 
possess  the  property  of  absorbing  atmospheric  oxygen  and  converting  it  into 
peroxide  of  hydrogen;  and  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in 
the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  From  the  nature  of  its  composition,  it  readily 
volatilizes  and  permeates  the  atmosphere  thereby  destroying  the  bad  odors  and 
purifying  the  air,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  bad  odors  and  purify 
the  air;  and  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons 
bore  the  statement,  "  It  will  cure  a  sore  throat  quicker  than  any  other  known 
remedy,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  cure  a  sore  throat;  and  in  this,  that 
the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  In  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "A  few 
sprays  on  a  tooth-brush  prevents  decay  of  the  teeth,"  whereas  spraying  said 
article  on  a  toothbrush  and  applying  to  the  teeth  would  not  prevent  decay  of  the 
teeth ;  and  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  bore 
the  statement,  "  Sprayed  about  your  living  apartments  or  office  it  destroys  all 
bad  odors  and  purifies  the  air,"  whereas  spraying  said  article  about  living 
rooms  or  offices  would  not  destroy  all  bad  odors  and  would  not  purify  the  air ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  bore  the 
statement,  "  Spray  your  clothes  and  avoid  contagion  from  crowded  street  cars 
and  stores,"  whereas  spraying  the  clothes  with  the  said  article  would  not  avoid 
contagion.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted 
partly  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  substance  does  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  the  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  each  or  any  of  the  packages  or  the  labels  thereof,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name 
and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient,  were  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  -and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingre- 
dient present  in  the  article  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  of  the 
packages  or  the  labels  thereof. 

On  March  7,  1916,  the  said  William  1$,  Hubbard  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  con- 
tendere to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50.  The  informa- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  placed  on  file  as  to  the  said  Metta  F.  H.  Dillon. 

Carl  Vrooman, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

302.  Adulteration  and  mi sbrandlngr  of  "  Plnofect  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v. 

West  Disinfecting  Co.  Plea  of  urnilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  362. 
Dom.  No.  9066.) 

On  May  17,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  West 
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Disinfecting  Co.,  a  corporation,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the 
said  company,  on  or  about  March  12,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  five  cans,  labeled 
"  Pinofect  Disinfectant,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide, 
which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  containing  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Contains  inert  material  6%  water,"  purported  and  professed 
that  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  was  of  a  standard  and  quality  of 
containing  and  consisting  of  water,  an  inert  substance  and  ingredient  which 
did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  6  per 
cent  of  the  article,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained 
and  consisted  of  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  6  per  cent  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Contains 
inert  material  6%  water,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  and  consist  of 
water  in  the  proportion  of  6  per  cent  of  the  article,  but  contained  and  consisted 
of  water  in  proportion  much  greater  than  6  per  cent  thereof.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  water,  which  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredient were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on 
the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the 
article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans 
containing  the  article. 

On  June  14,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Caul  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

303.  Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder/' 
IT.  S.  v.  Spratt's  Patent  (America)  Limited.  Plea  of  grnilty.  (Fine, 
$25.    (I.  &  F.  391.    Dom.  No.  9394.) 

On  May  6,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed-  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Spratt's 
Patent  (America)  Limited,  a  corporation,  Newark,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  October  10,  1914,  from  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  con- 
tained in  12  packages,  labeled  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  which  was  adul- 
terated and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  its  strength  and 
purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold : 
In  this,  that  the  words  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  purported  and  professed  that 
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the  article  was  insect  powder,  and  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  being 
composed  wholly  of  the  powdered  heads  of  certain  species  of  the  pyrethrum 
plant,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  did  not 
consist  wholly  of  the  powdered  heads  of  species  of  the  pyrethum  plant.  Adul- 
teration of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  substances  had  been  substituted  in 
part  for  the  article;  in  this,  that  the  words  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  pur- 
ported and  professed  that  the  article  was  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  that  the 
article  consisted  and  was  composed  wholly  of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of 
species  of  the  pyrethrum  plant,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  substances  other 
than  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  species  of  pyrethrum,  to  wit,  powdered  stems 
of  species  of  pyrethrum  and  sand,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  said  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and 
(1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  state- 
ment borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder," 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  was  insect  powder, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  article  consisted  and  was  composed  wholly  of  the 
powdered  flower  heads  of  species  of  the  pyrethrum  plant,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  wholly  of  the 
powdered  flower  heads  of  species  of  the  pyrethrum  plant ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder 
for  removing  all  kinds  of  parasites  from  birds  and  animals,"  conveyed  the 
meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  would  remove  all  kinds  of  parasites 
from  birds  and  animals,  whereas  the  article  would  not  remove  all  kinds  of 
parasites  from  birds  and  animals;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  packages,  "  Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder  *  *  *  Directions 
for  use. — For  vermin  in  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons,  cats,  birds,  etc.,  dust  well  into 
the  hair,  fur  or  feathers  and  nests,  or  other  places  infested  by  the  vermin," 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  would  destroy  all  vermin 
that  infest  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons,  birds,  and  cats,  if  the  article  were  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  whereas  the  article 
would  not  destroy  all  vermin  which  infest  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons,  birds,  and 
cats  if  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  sand,  which  said  substance  and  ingredient  did  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article, 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
(  very  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  said  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages 
containing  the  article. 

On  June  2G,  191G,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $23. 

Cakt.  Yrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  2S,  1018. 
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304.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Diamond  Spra-Snlphur."    U.  S.  v. 

Portland  Seed  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $10.  (I.  &  F.  No.  367.  Dom. 
Nos.  8829,  8843.) 

On  March  21, 1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Oregon,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Portland  Seed  Co.,  a 
corporation,  Portland,  Oreg.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March 
20,  1914,  and  May  18,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Oregon  into  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, of  quantities  of  an  article  contained  in  3  cans,  and  10  cans,  respectively, 
labeled  "  Diamond  Spra-Sulphur,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  • 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell 
below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  In  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "Active  ingredients  more  than 
58%  soluble  sulphur,"  which  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was 
of  the  standard  and  quality  of  consisting  and  being  composed  essentially 
and  for  the  most  part  of,  to  wit,  more  than  58  per  cent  of  sulphur  in  a  water- 
soluble  form,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said 
professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  did 
not  consist  and  was  not  composed  essentially  and  for  the  most  part  of  sulphur 
in  a  wTater-soluble  form,  sulphur  being  a  substance  which  is  not  soluble  in 
water  in  any  form  thereof,  and  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  only  a  small 
and  negligible  proportion  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  statements 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans 
bore  the  statement,  "Active  ingredients  more  than  58  per  cent  soluble  sulphur," 
which  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  consisted  and  was  composed 
essentially  and  for  the  most  part,  to  wit,  more  than  5S  per  cent  of  sulphur, 
and  that  the  said  sulphur  of  which  said  article  was  so  purported  and  professed 
to  consist  and  be  composed  was  soluble  in  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
it  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  essentially  and  for  the  most  part  of 
sulphur,  and  sulphur  is  a  substance  not  soluble  in  water,  and  the  said  article 
did  consist  and  was  composed  essentially  and  for  the  most  part  of  substances 
other  than  sulphur,  to  wit,  sodium  polysulphid,  sodium  thiosulphate,  and  sodium 
sulphate,  and  the  said  article  contained  sulphur  in  only  a  small  and  negligible 
proportion  thereof ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"  100  lbs.  equals  a  600  lb.  barrel  of  Lime  Sulphur,"  which  purported  and  pro- 
fessed that  100  pounds  of  the  article  were  equal  in  insecticidal  and  funigicidal 
properties  and  efficacy  to  600  pounds  of  the  preparation  known  as  lime  sulphur 
solution,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  100  pounds  of  the  article  were  less  in 
insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties  and  efficacy  than  600  pounds  of  the 
preparation  known  as  lime  sulphur  solution. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  sub- 
stances, to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium  polysulphid,  sodium  thiosulphate, 
and  free  sulphur,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  did  not  and  do 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were 
not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans  con- 
taining the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
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of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the 
said  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the 
cans  containing  the  article. 

On  September  2,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cart,  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918, 

305.  Misbranding  of  "  Fragrrine."     V.  S.  v.  C.  B.  Dolge  Co.     Plea  ol  jrnilty. 

•      Pine,  $20.    (I.  &  F.  No.  416.    Dom.  No.  9595.) 

On  September  26,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Connecti- 
cut, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court,  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  The 
C.  B.  Dolge  Co.,  a  corporation,  Westport,  Conn.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  de- 
fendant, on  or  about  February  5,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Connecticut  into  the 
State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  bottles,  labeled 
"  Fragrine,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water, 
which  inert  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the 
bottles,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  said  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  bottles. 

On  September  30,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  191S. 

306.  Adulteration  and  misbranding:  of  "  San  Tox  Liquid  Germicide."     U.  S. 

v.  The  DePree  Chemical  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $100  and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  411.    Dom.  No.  9666.) 

On  September  26,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
DePree  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Holland,  Mich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  or  about  February  14,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into 
the  State  of  South  Carolina,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  six  bottles, 
labeled  "  San  Tox  Liquid  Germicide,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a 
fungicide,  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  words 
and  statements  borne  on  the  label  of  each  of  the  bottles  and  on  cartons  inclosing 
the  same,  to  wit,  "  San  Tox  Liquid  Germicide.  Combining  in  permanent,  stable 
solution,  the  chlorides  of  aluminum,  ammonium,  sodium  and  zinc,  together  with 
ten  per  cent  of  pure  formaldehyde  gas.  These  chlorides  have  been  proven  to 
be  of  especial  value  as  deodorizers  and  formaldehyde  gas  is  now  recognized  by 
all  authorities  as  the  most  reliable  disinfectant  in  use,"  purported  and  professed 
that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  were 
such  that  it  contained  and  consisted  of  pure  formaldehyde  gas  in  the  proportion 
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of  10  per  cent  thereof,  and  that  ammonium  chloride  and  sodium  chloride,  con- 
tained in  the  article,  possessed  deodorizing  properties,  whereas  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in 
this,  that  the  said  article  did  not  contain  and  consist  of  pure  formaldehyde  gas 
in  the  proportion  of  10  per  cent  thereof,  but  contained  and  consisted  of  pure 
formaldehyde  gas  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  10  per  cent  thereof,  and  am- 
monium chloride  and  sodium  chloride,  contained  in  the  article,  did  not  possess 
deodorizing  properties. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  label  on  the  bottles 
and  on  the  cartons  inclosing  the  same  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on 
the  bottles  and  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  San  Tox  Liquid  Germicide.  Com- 
bining in  permanent,  stable  solution,  the  chlorides  of  aluminum,  ammonium, 
sodium  and  zinc,  together  with  ten  per  cent  of  pure  formaldehyde  gas.  These 
chlorides  have  been  proven  to  be  of  especial  value  as  deodorizers  and  formalde- 
hyde gas  is  now  recognized  by  all  authorities  as  the  most  reliable  disinfectant 
in  use,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  and  consist  of  pure  formaldehyde 
gas  in  the  proportion  of  10  per  cent,  but  contained  and  consisted  of  pure 
formaldehyde  gas  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  10  per  cent  thereof,  and 
ammonium  chloride  and  sodium  chloride,  contained  in  the  article,  did  not 
possess  deodorizing  properties;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  and 
cartons  bore  the  statements,  "  San  Tox  Liquid  Germicide  *  *  *  For  Sick 
Eoom :  Dilute  one  part  with  ten  of  water  and  sprinkle  about  the  room.  A 
good  plan  is  to  suspend  a  towel  on  which  the  solution  has  been  sprinkled," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  disinfect  sick  rooms  if  used  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  bottles  and  on  the  cartons  bore  the  statements,  "  For  Foul  Odors : 
For  foul  odors  arising  from  putrefaction,  sewer  gas,  or  any  cause  whatso- 
ever, sprinkle  places  affected  with  diluted  liquid,  and  it  will  dissipate  them 
in  a  very  few  minutes,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  dissipate  all  foul 
ordors  arising  from  putrefaction,  sewer  gas,  or  any  cause  whatsoever,  if  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  a  circular  inclosed  in  each 
of  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  containing  the  article  bore  the  statements,  "  San 
Tox  Liquid  Germicide,  a  powerful  deodorizer,  a  disinfectant  for  sick  rooms, 
bath  rooms,  sinks,  cess-pools,  or  wherever  a  disinfectant  or  deodorizer  is  needed. 
In  concentrated  form,  to  be  diluted  with  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
be  a  powerful  deodorizer  or  disinfectant  for  sick  rooms,  bathrooms,  sinks,  cess- 
pools, or  all  places  where  a  disinfectant  or  deodorizer  is  needed,  if  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
formaldehyde  gas  and  aluminum  chloride  and  zinc  chloride,  which  said  inert 
substances  and  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label 
on  the  cartons,  or  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  bottles  containing  the 
articles,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cartons,  or*on  each  or  any  label  on  the 
bottles  containing  the  article. 
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On  October  2,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

Carl  Vkooman,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

307.  Misbranding  of  "  Yellow  Label  Ant  Poison."    U.  S.  v.  Jobn  R.  Taylor 
and  Robert  C.  Taylor  (Jobn  R.  Taylor  &  Bro.).     Pleas  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  F.  No.  417.    Dom.  No.  9979.) 

On  August  15,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Louisiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  for  said  district  an  information  against  John  R.  Taylor  and 
Robert  C.  Taylor,  trading  as  John  R.  Taylor  &  Bro.,  New  Iberia,  La.  It  was 
alleged  in  the  information  that  the  Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.),  a  corporation, 
New  Orleans,  La.,  purchased  and  received,  on  March  17,  1915,  from  the  defend- 
ants a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide, 
and  contained  in  144  bottles,  each  inclosed  in  a  carton,  labeled  "  Yellow  Label 
Ant  Poison."  It  was  further  alleged  in  the  information  that  on  April  20,  1915, 
the  Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.)  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  from  the  State 
of  Louisiana  into  the  State  of  Mississippi,  a  portion  of  the  said  article,  12  bottles, 
and  that  the  said  bottles,  and  the  cartons  inclosing  the  same,  and  the  labels 
thereon,  were  in  the  identical,  original  condition  as  when  received  from  John  R. 
Taylor  &  Bro. ;  and  that  on  March  19,  1915,  in  furtherance  of  the  sale  of  the  ar- 
ticle by  John  R.  Taylor  &  Bro.  to  the  Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.),  the  said  John  R. 
Taylor  &  Bro.  did  sign  a  written  guaranty,  containing  the  name  and  address  of 
John  R.  Taylor  &  Bro.,  to  the  effect  that  the  article  so  sold  by  them  to  the 
Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.)  was  not  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910 ;  but  that,  notwithstanding  the  said  guaranty,  the  article,  when 
sold  and  delivered  by  John  R.  Taylor  &  Bro.  to  the  Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.) 
and  when  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment  by  the  Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.), 
as  aforesaid,  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  which  said  inert  ingredients  did  not 
and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  upon  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the 
bottles  or  upon  the  cartons  enclosing  the  same,  and  that,  in  lieu  of  naming  and 
stating  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  John  R.  Taylor  &  Bro. 
did  not  state  plainly,  or  at  all,  upon  the  labels  on  the  bottles  or  upon  the  cartons 
the  correct  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients  present  in  the  insecticide,  which  had  been  sold  by  John  R.  Taylor 
&  Bro.  to  the  Parker-Blake  Co.  (Ltd.)  as  aforesaid,  under  the  aforesaid  guar- 
anty that  the  article  was  not  misbranded  within  ftie  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

On  October  2,  1916,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1018. 

30S.  Misbranding  of  "  \itbols  Bed  Bng  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  Cbarles  H.  Meh- 
ols  &  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $15  and  eosts.  (I.  &  F.  No.  397.  Dom. 
No.  8339.)  » 

On  April  24,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
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Charles  H.  Nichols  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  company,  on  October  2,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State 
of  Michigan,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  36  cartons,  labeled 
"  Nichols  Bed  Bug  Powder,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  cartons  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the 
cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Nichols  Bed  Bug  Powder,"  which  represented  that 
the  article  would  be  effective  against  bedbugs,  whereas  the  article  would  not 
be  effective  against  bedbugs;  and  in  this,  that  the  cartons  bore  the  statement, 
"  The  Complete  and  Total  Destruction  of  Every  Species  of  Insect  Life.  Ants, 
Bed-Bugs,  Flies,  Fleas,  Moths,  and  all  Other  Insects."  which  represented  that 
the  article  would  be  effective  against  bedbugs,  flies,  fleas,  and  clothes  moths, 
and  every  species  of  insect  life,  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  bedbugs,  flies,  fleas,  and  clothes  moths,  or  every  species  of  insect  life; 
and  in  this,  that  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Directions.  Insert  the  Powder 
into  crevices  and  openings  in  the  wall  wherever  bugs  or  insects  may  live,"  which 
represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  insects 
if  inserted  into  crevices  and  openings  in  walls  wherever  such  bugs  or  insects 
might  live,  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  bugs  or  all 
insects  if  applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner. 

On  October  10,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15  and  costs. 

Caul  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

R09.  Misbranding  of  "  Graham's  Animal  Disinfectant  Soap."  U.  S.  v.  Em- 
mons B.  Cobb  and  Henry  J.  Heister  (Graham  Brothers  &  Co.).  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $10  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  425.    Dom.  No.  9937.) 

On  September  27,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Emmons  B.  Cobb  and  Henry  J.  Heister,  doing  business  under  the  name  of 
Graham  Brothers  &  Co.,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant, 
on  or  about  February  18,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of 
Alabama,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Graham's  Animal  Disin- 
fectant Soap,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  144  packages  which  were  packed  in  12 
cartons. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide, and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  labels  on 
the  packages  bore  the  statements,  "  Graham's  Animal  Disinfectant  Soap.  For 
washing  dogs,  horses  and  other  domestic  animals.  *  *  *  It  removes  insects 
and  improves  the  hair  and  wool  of  all  animals  it  may  be  used  on.  *  *  * 
Directions  for  using:  This  Soap  is  used  the  same  as  any  other  soap.  To  be 
well  rubbed  in  and  the  suds  to  dry  on  the  animal.  One  ounce  of  the  Soap  dis- 
solved in  a  quart  of  boiling  water  will  make  a  solution  which  can  be  freely  ap- 
plied with  a  sponge  or  brush,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  remove  all  kinds 
of  insects  from  dogs,  horses,  and  all  other  kinds  of  domestic  animals,  if  pre- 
pared and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion 
44150°— 18  2 
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directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  the  statements, 
"  Graham's  Animal  Disinfectant  Soap.  For  washing  dogs,  horses  and  other 
domestic  animals.  *  *  *  Directions  for  using:  This  Soap  is  used  the  same 
as  any  other  soap.  To  be  well  rubbed  in  and  the  suds  to  dry  on  the  animal. 
One  ounce  of  the  Soap  dissolved  in  a  quart  of  boiling  water  will  make  a  solu- 
tion which  can  be  freely  applied  with  a  sponge  or  brush,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  disinfect  dogs,  horses,  and  all  other  kinds  of  domestic  animals  if 
prepared  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  labels  on  the  packages  did  not  state  the  names  and  percent;'  ge  amounts 
of  the  inert  ingredients  contained  in  the  article,  to  wit,  water  and  silicious 
mineral  matter,  which  inert  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  October  16,  1916,  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Gael  Yrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  January  28,  1918. 

310.  Misbranding  of  "  Tree  Sony."   r.  S.  v.  Stewart  &  Holmes  Drujr  Co. 

Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  412.    Dom.  No.  8790.) 

On  October  16,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Stewart  &  Holmes  Drug  Co.,  a  corporation,  Seattle,  Wash.,  alleging  that  the 
said  defendant,  on  or  about  April  10,  1913,  sold  and  delivered  to  The  Charles  H. 
Lilly  Co.,  a  corporation,  Seattle,  Wash.,  500  pounds  of  an  article  contained  in 
500  wrappers,  labeled  M  Lilly's  Tree  Soap."  It  was  alleged  further  that  the 
Stewart  &  Holmes  Drug  Co.  guaranteed  to  The  Charles  H.  Lilly  Co.  that  the 
said  article  so  sold  and  delivered  by  the  Stewart  &  Holmes  Drug  Co.  to  The 
Charles  H.  Lilly  Co.  was  not  adulterated  or  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act.  It  was  alleged  further  that  on  or  about  May  4,  1914,  The 
Charles  H.  Lilly  Co.  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  from  the  State  of 
Washington  into  the  State  of  Oregon,  72  pounds,  more  or  less,  of  the  aforesaid 
500  pounds  of  the  article  so  sold  and  delivered  to  The  Charles  H.  Lilly  Co.  by 
the  Stewart  &  Holmes  Drug  Co.,  and  that  the  said  72  pounds  of  the  article  and 
the  wrappers  inclosing  the  same,  and  the  words  and  statements  printed  on  said 
wrappers,  were  intact  and  in  the  identical  condition,  when  shipped  and  delivered 
for  shipment  by  The  Charles  H.  Lilly  Co.,  as  when  sold  and  delivered  to  it  by 
Stewart  &  Holmes  Drug  Co. 

The  article  was  alleged  to  be  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  (1)  in  that  the  wrappers  inclosing  the 
article  bore  statements  regarding  it  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser :  In  this,  that  each  of  the  wrappers  bore  the  statement,  "  Lilly's  Tree 
Soap  *  *  *  A  soap  compound,  for  destroying  green  aphis,  wooly  aphis, 
hop  aphis,  oyster  shell  scale,  codlin  moth,  canker  worm,  caterpillars,  kills  and 
prevents  all  fungus  diseases,  and  all  pests  and  insects  infesting  trees,  plants, 
shrubs  and  vines;  especially  adapted  for  rose  bushes,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  destroy  oyster-shell  scale  in  all  its  stages,  codling  moth,  canker  worm,  and 
all  caterpillars,  and  would  not  kill  and  prevent  all  fungous  diseases  and  all 
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pests  and  all  insects  which  infest  trees,  plants,  shrubs,  vines,  and  rosebushes; 
and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  wrappers  bore  the  statements,  "Lilly's  Tree 
Soap  *  *  *  Directions  Winter  Spraying  The  most  effectual  work  in  the 
extermination  of  fruit  pests  is  done  by  thoroughly  spraying  and  washing  in  the 
winter  season  in  the  proportion  of  one  pound  of  Soap  to  eight  gallons  of 
water.  *  *  *  Apply  this  solution  to  the  trunk  and  lower  and  larger  limbs 
with  a  brush  and  spray  until  every  part  has  been  well  moistened  with  the  solu- 
tion. This  effectually  destroys  the  larvae  and  eggs,  and  leaves  the  tree  clean 
for  spring,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  exterminate  all  pests  which  infest 
and  attack  fruit  trees  and  would  not  destroy  the  larvse  and  eggs  of  said  pests, 
if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  at  the  said 
season  directed;  and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  wrappers  bore  the  statements, 
"  Lilly's  Tree  Soap  *  *  *  Directions  Summer  Spraying  When  the  leaves 
are  young  and  tender,  dissolve  the  Soap  in  the  proportions  of  one  pound  to  five 
gallons  of  boiling  water,  then  add  six  gallons  cold  water ;  and  one  pound  to  ten 
gallons  when  the  leaves  are  matured.  Spray  all  fruit  trees  as  soon  as  the  buds 
begin  to  swell  in  the  spring,  for  the  destruction  of  all  egg  deposits  that  may 
have  escaped  the  winter  wash.  This  is  simply  a  precaution.  Spray  when  the 
bloom  has  fallen.  Do  not  spray  when  the  bloom  is  on,  as  it  has  a  tendency  to 
destroy  the  pollen.  A  thorough  spraying  before  the  buds  open  and  after  the 
fruit  is  set  is  the  only  remedy.  Second  spraying. — For  Codling  Moth,  spray  from 
ten  to  fifteen  days  after  the  first  spraying.  For  Aphis,  and  other  insects,  con- 
tinue this  spraying  from  time  to  time  during  the  summer,  as  the  Aphis,  Worms, 
Spiders  and  other  pests  appear.  *  *  *  When  used  one  pound  to  eight  gal- 
lons and  applied  to  the  trunk  and  base  of  the  tree,  with  a  brush,  it  is  a  positive 
preventative  from  all  kinds  of  fruit  tree  borers,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
destroy  all  egg  deposits  of  insects  which  infest  trees,  would  not  be  effective 
against  codling  moth  on  fruit  trees,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects, 
all  worms,  and  all  pests  which  infest  fruit  trees,  and  would  not  prevent  all  kinds 
of  tree  borers  which  attack  fruit  trees  if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  in 
the  said  method  and  manner,  in  the  said  strengths  and  proportions,  and  at  the 
said  times,  as  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  and  fungicide  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which 
does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  or 
correctly  on  the  labels  upon  the  bottles  or  upon  the  cartons,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labels  upon  the  bottles  or  upon  the  cartons. 

On  October  23,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere 
to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  8,  19 IS. 

311.  Misbranding?  of  "  Liquid  Koal."    U.  S.  v.  E.  L.  Barragar.    Plea  of 
gnilty.    Fine,  $75  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  392.    Dom.  No.  9557.) 

On  September  18,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Wyo- 
ming, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  E.  L.  Bar- 
ragar,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  National 
Medical  Co.,  Van  Tassell,  Wyo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
or  about  June  19,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Wyoming  into  the  State  of  Nebraska, 
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of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  eight  cans,  labeled  "  Liquid  Koal," 
which  was  rnisbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the 
statement,  "  Liquid  Koal,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  of  liquid  coal ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement  "  Liquid  Koal 
Kills  the  Germ  of  Any  Disease.",  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  the  germ  of 
any  disease  under  all  circumstances ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages 
bore  the  statement,  "  The  Germ  and  Insect  Killer  Liquid  Koal  For  All  Kinds 
of  Animals,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  germs  and  all  insects  which 
attack  and  infest  all  kinds  of  animals ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  pack- 
ages bore  the  statement  "  Liquid  Koal.  *  *  *  It  is  a  black,  oily  liquid 
obtained  by  the  dry  distillation  of  coal  and  embracing  Biborate  of  Sodium, 
Calcium,  Sodium,  Potassium  and  extracts  of  resinous  materials  with  Xyol, 
Quaiscol  and  Creosol.",  whereas  the  article  was  not  composed  of  a  liquid  obtained 
by  the  dry  distillation  of  coal  and  embracing  biborate  of  sodium,  calcium, 
sodium,  potassium,  and  extracts  of  resinous  materials  with  xyol,  quaiscol,  and 
creosol,  and  did  not  contain  any  biborate  of  sodium,  any  calcium,  or  any  potas- 
sium ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid 
Koal  *  *  *  For  Family  Use  It  is  a  preventative  of  contagious  diseases. 
Saves  half  the  labor  in  cleaning  and  scrubbing,  and  denudes  a  dwelling  of  all 
kinds  of  vermin,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  contagious  diseases 
and  would  not  free  dwellings  of  all  kinds  of  vermin ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Hogs,  Hog 
Cholera  can  be  thoroughly  prevented  by  the  use  of  proper  foods  and  disinfec- 
tants. Liquid  Koal  is  the  best  and  cheapest  disinfectant.  No  disease  germs 
can  live  where  it  is  used.  Use  Liquid  Koal  in  the  drinking  water,  1  part  to  200, 
and  sprinkle  it  around  freely  in  the  pens  or  yard  as  well  as  over  the  hogs,  and 
in  such  manner  that  they  will  inhale  its  fumes.  This  can  be  accomplished 
easily  by  handing  up  saturated  cloths  to  windward,"  whereas  hog  cholera  could 
not  be  thoroughly  prevented  by  the  use  of  proper  foods  and  disinfectants,  and 
the  article  would  not  thoroughly  prevent  hog  cholera  if  used  and  applied  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  manner  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Hogs  *  *  * 
For  mange,  wash  frequently  with  1  part  Liquid  Koal  to  20  parts  of  water," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  cure  and  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange 
which  affect  hogs  if  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages 
bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Horses  and  Cattle  *  *  *  Lice 
and  insects,  sponge  in  the  morning  with  1  part  of  Liquid  Koal  and  10  parts  of 
water,  and  the  animal  will  be  relieved  from  these  pests,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  relieve  horses  and  cattle  from  all  insects  which  affect  such  animals 
if  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement, 
"  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Horses  and  Cattle  *  *  *  Tape  worms  in  calves, 
give  1  part  of  Liquid  Koal,  50  parts  water  in  three  fourth  pint  doses  twice  a 
week,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  tapeworms  in  calves 
if  administered  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed  ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid 
Koal  *  *  *  Sheep  *  *  *  For  sheep  dip,  *  *  *  worms  in  the  throat 
of  lambs,  *  *  *  1  part  Liquid  Koal  to  100  parts  water  can  be  followed  as  a 
general  rule,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  cure  and  would  not  be  effective 
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against  worms  in  the  throat  of  lambs  if  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  List  of  Diseases 
Liquid  Koal  prevents  and  Cures:  Hog  Cholera,  Swine,  Plague,  Worms  in  all 
Animals,  Pinkeye,  Glanders,  Blackleg,  *  *  *  Distemper,  *  *  *  Lump 
Jaw,  Cornstalk  Disease,  Tuberculosis,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent 
and  would  not  cure  hog  cholera,  swine  plague,  worms  in  all  animals,  pink  eye, 
glanders,  blackleg,  distemper,  lump  jaw,  cornstalk  disease  or  tuberculosis ;  and 
in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  * 
For  Fruit  Trees.  Dip  pine  sticks  or  corn-cobs  in  Liquid  Koal  solution,  one  part 
Liquid  Koal  to  twenty-five  of  water  and  hang  among  the  branches  during  budding 
and  blossoming  season.  Once  a  week  resaturate  by  means  of  a  can  tied  to  a  long 
pole.  Apply  to  the  trunk  near  the  ground  to  keep  off  crawlers,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  protect  fruit  trees  from  insects  which  attack  and  affect  such  trees 
if  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement, 
"  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Dogs.  To  *  *  *  cure  mange,  use  one  part  Liquid 
Koal  to  50  parts  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  cure  and  be  effective 
against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  dogs  if  used  and  applied  thereto  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages 
bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Poultry.  Chicken  Cholera  can  be 
prevented  and  cured  by  the  use  of  Liquid  Koal.  Put  it  in  their  drinking  water 
in  the  proportion  of  one  to  two  hundred  of  water  and  sprinkle  the  yards,  coops 
and  fowls  freely,"  whereas  chicken  cholera  could  not  be  prevented  and  cured 
by  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in 
the  mettiod  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages 
bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Poultry  *  *  *  Hen  lice  and 
fleas,  use  one  part  Liquid  Koal  to  fifty  of  water,  and  paint  with  this  solution 
the  roosts  and  floor  of  the  hen  house,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  hen  lice  if  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement, 
"  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Lice  on  pet  birds,  put  two  drops  Liquid  Koal  in  bathing 
tub,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  lice  on  birds  if  used 
and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of 
the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  Price  $1.00  per 
quart.  $3.00  per  gallon.  $2.75  per  gallon  in  5  gallon  lots.  $2.50  per  gallon 
in  10  gallon  lots,"  represented,  by  reason  of  the  apparent  and  comparative  size 
of  the  packages,  that  each  of  the  said  packages  contained  1  quart  of  the  article, 
whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  1  quart  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  this,  that  the  statement 
borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Liquid  Koal  *  *  *  $1.00  per  quart, 
$3.00  per  gallon.  $2.75  per  gallon  in  5  gallon  lots.  $2.50  per  gallon  in  10  gallon 
lots,"  purported  and  operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages 
were  1  quart  of  the  article,  whereas  said  statement  did  not  plainly  and  correctly 
state  the  contents  of  the  packages,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  said  packages 
were  less  than  1  quart  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially 
of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  and  ingredient  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percent- 
age amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article, 
nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient, 
were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
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the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  November  18,  1916,  the  defendant  withdrew  a  plea  of  not  guilty  previously 
entered  and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $75  and 
costs. 

Cabl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

312.  Misbranding  of  "  Perfumed  Antozone. "  Adulteration  and  misbrand- 
ing: of  "  Carbolozone  Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  Antozone  Cliemlcal  Co. 
Plea  of  sruilty.    Fine,  $30.     (I.  &  F.  No.  377.    Dom.  Nos.  8630,  8631.) 

On  October  5,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Antozone  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  or  about  April  15,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Alabama,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  cans,  labeled  "  Per- 
fumed Antozone,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  and  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  cans,  labeled  "  Carbolo- 
zone  Disinfectant,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  designated  "  Perfumed  Antozone  "  was  alleged  in 
the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  pack- 
age bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements.  "An  article 
of  superior  excellence.  Perfumed  Antozone.  A  perfect  germicide  possessing  a 
lasting  and  agreeable  odor.  Antozone  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer,"  whereas 
the  article  was  not  an  excellent  and  effective  disinfectant  or  germicide ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  The  Antozone  Disin- 
fectant Directions  for  Use.  For  general  use  dilute  with  from  one  to  three 
parts  water,  according  to  the  density  of  the  odor  to  be  destroyed.  Sprinkle  or 
spray  whatever  is  to  be  disinfected.  For  purifying  the  infected  atmosphere  of 
a  sick  room  and  destroying  unpleasant  odors,  use  a  hand  atomizer  or  gently 
agitate  the  air  with  a  towel  saturated  with  the  solution  and  allow  it  to  remain 
in  the  room,  moisten  it  occasionally  with  the  solution,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  purify  the  infected  atmosphere  in  sick  rooms  if  used  and  applied  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the 
said  statements ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements, 
"The  Antozone  Disinfectant.  Directions  for  Use.  For  general  use  dilute  with 
from  one  to  three  parts  water,  according  to  the  density  of  the  odor  to  be 
destroyed.  Sprinkle  or  spray  whatever  is  to  be  disinfected  *  *  *  For  sani- 
tary and  hygienic  use  in  all  epidemics — Add  a  small  portion  of  the  solution  to 
each  pailful  of  water  used  for  scrubbing  or  washing — Wherever  whitewash  is 
used  add  one  pint  of  solution  to  each  pailful^  of  lime  or  wash,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  prevent  the  spread  of  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  dur- 
ing epidemics  thereof  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and 
in  the  method  nd  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  The  Antozone  Disinfectant.  Direc- 
tions for  Use.  For  general  use  dilute  with  from  one  to  three  parts  water,  ac- 
cording to  the  density  of  the  odor  to  be  destroyed.  Sprinkle  or  spray  whatever 
is  to  be  disinfected.  *  *  *  For  diseases  of  poultry — Sprinkle  the  hennery 
and  whitewash  with  one  pint  of  solution  to  a  pailful  of  wash,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  prevent  and  mitigate  all  diseases  of  poultry  if  applied  in  the 
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strengths  and  proportions  and  In  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said 
statements ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  The 
Antozone  Disinfectant.  Directions  for  Use.  For  general  use  dilute  with  from 
one  to  three  parts  water,  according  to  the  density  of  the  odor  to  be  destroyed. 
Sprinkle  or  spray  whatever  is  to  be  disinfected.  *  *  *  p0r  Bpizoota,  Rinder- 
pest, and  all  contagious  animal  diseases,  the  barns,  stables,  stalls,  etc.,  should 
be  occasionally  sprinkled,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  the  infection 
of  all  contagious  and  infectious  diseases  of  domestic  animals  if  used  and  applied 
in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by 
the  said  statements.  Misbranding  of  the  article  designated  "  Perfumed  Anto- 
zone "  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to 
wit,  water,  which  said  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  designated  "  Carbolozone  Disinfectant "  was  al- 
leged in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  its  strength  fell 
below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  In  this, 
that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans,  "  Carbolozone  Disin- 
fectant. The  most  powerful  coal-tar  product  and  agent  that  neutralizes  the 
cause  of  infection  on  the  market.  *  *  *  It  is  a  most  powerful  disin- 
fectant, embodying  the  active  principles  of  coal  tar  and  essential  oils,"  pur- 
ported and  professed  that  the  article  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  being 
a  powerful  disinfectant,  whereas  the  strength  of  said  article  fell  below  the 
said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
was  not  a  powerful  disinfectant.  Misbranding  of  the  article  designated 
"Carbolozone  Disinfectant"  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1) 
that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Carbolozone  Disinfectant.  The  most  powerful 
coal-tar  product  and  agent  that  neutralizes  the  cause  of  infection  on  the  mar- 
ket," whereas  the  article  was  not  a  powerful  disinfectant;  and  in  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "A  harmless  substitute  for  carbolic 
acid,  being  non-poisonous  and  non-corrosive,"  whereas  the  article  was  not 
harmless  and  was  poisonous;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "  It  is  a  most  powerful  disinfectant,  embodying  the  active 
principles  of  coal  tar  and  essential  oils,  though  being  free  from  the  poisonous 
actions  of  carbolic  preparations,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  a  powerful 
disinfectant,  did  not  contain  essential  oils,  and  was  not  free  from  poisonous 
properties.  Misbranding  of  the  article  designated  "  Carbolozone  Disinfectant  " 
was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to 
wit,  water,  which  said  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all, 
on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  per- 
centage amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in 
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the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels 
on  the  cans. 

On  November  20,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28  1918. 

313.  3Iisbranding■  of  "  Entoinocide."  F.  S.  v.  John  Wilson  (Sacramento 
Chemical  Co.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $50.  (I.  &  F.  No.  418.  Doin.  No. 
8796.) 

On  September  14,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
John  Wilson,  trading  and  doing  business  as  the  Sacramento  Chemical  Co., 
Sacramento,  Cal.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  June 
23,  1914,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State  of  Washington,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  an  article,  contained  in  12  bottles,  labeled  "  Entomocide"  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore 
the  statement,  "  Entomocide  is  used  only  by  spraying,  and  as  such  is  not  poison- 
ous, but  very  beneficial  to  health,"  whereas,  if  the  article  were  applied  by  spray- 
ing, the  fumes  arising  therefrom  would  be  poisonous  and  would  not  be  bene- 
ficial to  health;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bot- 
tles of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  Entomocide  »  *  *  Non-comparable 
Disinfectant,  Deodorant,  Insecticide  and  Germicide  on  the  Market,"  which 
represents  that  the  article  was  the  most  excellent  disinfectant,  deodorant,  and 
germicide  on  the  market,  whereas  the  article  was  not  the  most  excellent  disin- 
fectant, deodorant,  insecticide,  and  germicide  on  the  market ;  and  in  this,  that 
pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement, 
"  Entomocide  *  *  *  It  completely  purges  the  atmosphere  of  a  hall  or  room  from 
all  odors  of  tobacco  and  cigar  smoke,  fumes  of  cooking,  etc,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  purge  the  atmosphere  of  halls  and  rooms  from  all  odors  of  tobacco 
and  cigar  smoke  and  from  fumes  or  cooking;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or 
booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  guarantees 
security  from  all  neighborhood  sickness  and  contagious  diseases,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  guarantee  security  from  all  prevalent  sickness  and  from  all 
contagious  diseases ;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the 
bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  It  annihilates  cockroaches  and  bed- 
bugs thoroughly  and  permanently,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  exterminate 
cockroaches  and  bedbugs  thoroughly  and  permanently;  and  in  this,  that  pam- 
phlets or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement, 
"  Entoinocide  stands  pre-eminent  as  an  indispensable  article  of  household  use 
and  as  a  preventive  and  protector  against  all  contagion  and  disease,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  prevent  or  protect  against  all  contagion  and  disease ;  and 
in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore 
the  statement,  "  In  the  cases  of  typhoid  and  scarlet  fever,  smallpox,  pneumonia, 
whooping  cough,  and  measles  it  has  proven  its  efficiency  in  confining  the  disease 
to  the  one  person  in  whom  it  first  developed,"  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in 
cases  of  typhoid  and  scarlet  fever,  smallpox,  pneumonia,  whooping  cough,  or 
measles  would  not  confine  any  of  the  said  diseases  to  the  one  person  in  whom  it 
first  developed ;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles 
of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  It  has  been  '  weighed  in  the  balance '  by  the 
United  States  Government  Army  inspectors  and  chemists,  and  4  Never  Found 
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Wanting,'  Their  Endorsement  is  on  Record,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
accomplish  all  of  the  insecticidal,  germicidal,  disinfecting,  and  deodorizing  pur- 
poses set  forth  in  said  pamphlets  or  booklets;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or 
booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  Entomocide 
*  *  *  Guaranteed  to  Destroy  Insect  Life,  Kills  Insects  and  Bed  Bugs," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  insects  and  would  not  destroy  all  insect 
life;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the 
article,  bore  the  statement,  "As  a  deodorant — Nothing  has  ever  been  discovered 
that  is  so  efficient  in  this  line.  Entomocide  destroys  odors  completely,  not  by 
covering,  but  by  completely  eradicating,  purifying  the  air  from  all  contami- 
nation," whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  odors  and  would  not  purify 
the  air  from  all  contamination ;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed 
with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  Poultry — Invaluable  to 
poultry  and  stock  raisers,  keeping  poultry  and  stock  free  from  all  forms  of  lice 
and  diseases,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  keep  poultry  and  stock  free  from 
all  diseases;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles 
of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "Weevils  and  Moths  in  Mills — Spray  liber- 
ally all  flour  chutes,  grain  bins,  etc.,  when  empty.  Do  not  spray  flour,  make 
local  applications.  It  will  kill  all  larva?  and  eradicate  all  insect  life,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  eradicate  all  insect  life  which  infests  flour  mills  if  applied 
by  spraying  in  and  about  infested  places  in  flour  mills ;  and  in  this,  that  pam- 
phlets or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement, 
"  Canneries — It  is  the  best  known  disinfectant  and  is  endorsed  by  the  largest 
plants  in  the  country.  It  is  also  unexcelled  for  choked  sewers,  etc.,"  whereas 
the  article  was  not  the  best  known  disinfectant  for  use  in  canneries  and  wajr 
not  unexcelled  for  disinfecting  choked  sewers ;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or 
booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  Not  In- 
flammable *  *  *  It  will  be  noted  that  the  material  is  Not  Inflammable,'* 
whereas  the  article  was  inflammable ;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets, 
packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  Harmless  to  Hu- 
mans, Death  to  Insects  *  *  *  I  have  tried  the  Entomocide  in  my  home 
and  found  it  a  positive  annihilator  of  fleas,  moths  and  roaches,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  exterminate  fleas,  moths,  and  roaches ;  and  in  this,  that  pam- 
phlets or  booklets,  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement, 
"  Butchers  Find  It  of  Inestimable  Value  in  Exterminating  Flies  *  *  * 
Butchers  always  having  occasion  to  use  some  kind  of  fly  exterminator — we, 
particularly  have  had  considerable  experience  with  Entomocide,  and  I  must 
candidly  state  that  it  gives  the  greatest  satisfaction,  therefore,  I  take  great 
pleasure  in  recommending  same  to  any  one  who  may  be  in  need  of  a  prepara- 
tion of  that  kind,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  exterminate  flies  in  and  about 
slaughterhouses  or  meat  markets;  and  in  this,  that  pamphlets  or  booklets, 
packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  I  have  used  Ento- 
mocide as  an  insect  killer  and  disinfectant,  and  consider  it  the  best  used  in  our 
jail,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  insects  which  infest  jails. 

On  November  23,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

314.  Misbranding  of  "  Dipoline  Stock  Dip  and  Disinfectant."  II.  S.  v.  Mar- 
shall Oil  Co.  Plea  of  gnilty.  Fine,  $25  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  347. 
Doin.  No.  7882.) 

On  December  22,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
44150°— 18  3 
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District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Marshall  Oil  Co.,  Marshall  town,  Iowa,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  January  28,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of 
Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  one  barrel,  designated 
"  Dipoline  Stock  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
water,  which  inert  substance  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  alL  on  the  barrel 
or  on  any  label  thereon,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the 
inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  barrel  containing  the  article  or  on  any  label 
thereon. 

On  December  4,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Cael  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  n  January  28,  1918. 

315.  Adulteration  aad  misbranding  of  **  P.  D.  A  Co.  Brand  Insect  Powder." 

U.  S.  v.  Parke,  Davis  &  Co.     Verdict  of  guilty.     Fine,  $50  and  cost**. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  140.    Dom.  No.  7222.) 

On  July  24,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Louisiana,  filed  in  the  United  States  Court  for  said  district  an  information, 
and  in  November,  1913,  an  amendment  thereto,  against  Parke,  Davis  &  Co., 
a  corporation,  doing  business  at  New  Orleans,  La.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendant,  on  or  about  March  4,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Louisiana 
into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  packages, 
labeled  in  part,  "  P.  D.  &  Co.  Brand  Insect  Powder,"  which  was  adulterated  and 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  as  amended  in  that 
the  labels  on  the  packages  indicated  that  it  was  a  pure  and  genuine  insect 
powder,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  was  not  a  pure  and  genuine  insect 
powder,  but  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  so-called  insect  powder  fell  below 
the  professional  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that  it  mm 
sold  as  a  pure  and  genuine  insect  powder,  whereas  it  contained  an  excessive 
and  unlawful  amount  and  quantity  of  pyrethrum  stems.  Adulteration  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  an  excessive  and  unlawful  amount  of 
pyrethrum  stems  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  genuine  insect  powder. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  the  labels  indicated  that  the 
50-called  insect  powder  was  a  pure  and  genuine  insect  powder,  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  it  was  not  a  pure  and  genuine  insect  powder,  but  it  contained 
an  excessive  and  unlawful  amount  and  quantity  of  pyrethrum  stems,  and  that 
the  label  therefore  bore  a  false  statement  as  to  the  so-called  insect  powder  and 
as  to  the  ingredients  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  the  label  was  such  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  believ- 
ing that  the  so-called  Insect  powder  was  pure  and  genuine,  whereas,  In  truth 
and  in  fact,  it  was  not  pure  and  genuine  and  of  the  standard  and  quality 
known  to  the  trade  as  insect  powder,  but  contained  an  excessive  and  unlawful 
amount  and  quantity  of  pyrethrum  sterna. 
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On  December  5,  1913,  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  to  quash  the  information. 
During  May,  1914,  the  said  motion  was  argued  and  overruled.  On  December 
12,  1914,  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  of  the  motion  to  quash, 
which  was  argued  and  submitted,  and  subsequently  overruled.  The  case  hav- 
ing come  on  for  trial  to  the  court  and  a  jury  on  December  8,  1916,  a  verdict  of 
guilty  was  returned.  On  February  17,  1917,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  filed, 
o  rgued,  and  overruled ;  and  on  March  19,  1917,  the  defendant  was  sentenced  to 
pay  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs.  On  March  20,  1917,  an  assignment  of  error  and  a 
petition  for  appeal  having  been  filed  by  defendant,  a  writ  of  error  was  allowed. 
On  April  16,  1917,  bills  of  exceptions  were  filed  by  defendant  nunc  pro  tunc  as 
of  March  19,  1917. 

Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

316.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Nictone."    U.  S.  v.  Parke,  Davis  A 
Co.    Plea  of  gnilty.    Fine,  $50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  109.    Dom.  No.  672.) 

On  August  7,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Parke, 
Davis  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  de- 
fendant, on  or  about  August  18,  1911,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the 
State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  25  one-pint  bot- 
tles, labeled  "  Nictone,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed strength  and  purity  under  which  it  was  sold  and  offered  for  sale,  the 
labeling  of  the  article  bearing  the  unwarranted  statements,  to  wit,  "  Standard 
10%  Nicotine,"  and  "  Contains  10%  by  volume  of  Nicotine  in  the  form  of  an 
aqueous  solution  derived  from  tobacco,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
article  contained  less  than  10  per  cent  of  nicotine. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, the  labels  on  the  bottles  bearing  the  false  and  misleading  statements, 
"  Standard  10%  Nicotine,"  and  "  Contains  10%  by  volume  of  Nicotine  in  the 
form  of  an  aqueous  solution  derived  from  tobacco,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article  contained  less  than  10  per  cent,  to  wit,  8.90  per  cent,  nicotine. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
an  inert  substance  which  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  and  the  said  article  did  not  have  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  inert  ingredient  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  label  thereof,  nor  did 
the  label  bear  a  statement  of  the  correct  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the 
ingredients  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  such  inert  ingredient  present,  the  said  label  bearing  the  statements 
purporting  to  be  a  correct  statement  of  the  ingredients  having  insecticidal 
properties,  to  wit,  "  Standard  10%  Nicotine,"  and  "  Contains  10%  by  volume 
of  Nicotine  in  the  form  of  an  aqueous  solution  derived  from  tobacco,"  whereas 
the  article,  in  fact,  contained  less  than  10  per  cent  of  nicotine. 

On  December  21,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Cael  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture* 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 
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817.  3Iisbrantlins:  of  "  Kreso  Dip  No.  1."    U.  S.  v.  Parke,  Davis  &  Co.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $30.     (I.  &  F.  No.  414.    Dom.  Nos.  8708,  8700.) 

On  December  2,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in 
four  counts,  against  Parke,  Davis  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  or  about  April  22,  1914,  from  the  State  of 
Michigan  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained 
in  432  cans,  and  a  quantity  contained  in  2SS  bottles,  labeled  "  Kreso  Dip  No.  1," 
which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  information  that  the  article  con- 
tained in  the  432  cans  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide, and  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading:  (a)  In  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Kreso  Dip  No.  1,  Combination  of  Coal- 
Tar  Derivatives  and  Sulphur,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was 
not  composed  of  a  combination  of  coal-tar  derivatives  and  sulphur,  but 
consisted  and  was  composed  of  a  combination  of  coal-tar  derivatives,  resin 
soap,  and  water,  and  sulphur  was  not  present  in  the  article  in  a  large,  sub- 
stantial, important,  or  essential  proportion  thereof,  but  was  present  in  only 
a  small,  unsubstantial,  unimportant,  and  unessential  proportion  thereof,  to  wit, 
less  than  1  per  cent,  and  not  more  than  the  proportion  of  sulphur  that  is 
normally  and  incidentally  present  in  the  proportion  of  coal-tar  derivatives 
contained  in  the  said  article;  and  (6)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "Sodium  Polysulphide,  about  i  of  1%  (By  Weight),"  whereas 
sodium  polysulphide  was  not  present  and  was  not  contained  in  the  article  in 
the  proportion  of  approximately  one-half  of  1  per  cent  by  weight,  but  was 
present  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  one-half  of  1  per  cent  by  weight ;  and 
(c)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "Directions  For 
Using  Kreso  Dip  No.  1,  *  *  *  For  Cattle  and  Horses  *  *  *  Mange  and 
Spanish  Itch.  Dip  the  animal  in  a  solution  of  1  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1,  to  72 
parts  of  warm  water.  When  dipping  is  not  practicable,  apply  with  a  spray 
pump,  broom  or  stiff  brush,  using  plenty  of  the  solution  and  rubbing  it  well 
into  the  parts.  Repeat  in  8  days,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  forms  of  mange  or  against  Spanish  itch  which  affect  cattle  or 
horses  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed;  and  (d)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"  Directions  for  using  Kreso  Dip  No.  1,  *  *  *  For  Dogs.  Mange  and  Fleas. 
Wash  in  1  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1,  to  100  parts  warm  water.  Repeat  every  7 
days,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange 
which  affect  dogs  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "  Directions  for  using  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  *  *  *  For  Swine. 
Hog  Cholera.  Dip  all  animals  as  directed  for  lice.  Isolate  all  diseased  stock. 
Disinfect  the  pens  and  yards  with  1  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  to  75  parts  water," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  hog  cholera  if  the  hogs  were 
treated  with  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and 
proportions  directed;  and  (/)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  "  Directions  for  using  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  *  *  *  For  Swine  *  *  * 
Lice.  Mange  and  Skin  Diseases.  Dip  in  a  solution  of  one  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1 
to  60  or  75  parts  warm  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  forms  of  mange  or  all  skin  diseases  which  affect  hogs  if  used  and 
applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed. 
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In  the  second  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  quantity  of  the 
article  contained  in  the  432  cans  was  misbranded  in  that  the  article  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  did  not  state  plainly 
and  correctly  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance  contained 
in  the  article,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and 
the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient,  did  the  labels 
state  plainly  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties  and  the 
total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

In  the  third  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  quantity  of  the 
article  contained  in  the  288  bottles  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
and  fungicide,  and  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  as  alleged  in  (a),  (&),  (c),  and  (d) 
in  the  case  of  the  quantity  of  the  article  contained  in  the  432  cans ;  and  further, 
(e)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "Destroys  the 
Germs  and  Disease,  Purifies  the  Air,  Protects  from  Contagion  and  Infection," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  the  germs  of  all  diseases,  would  not 
purify  the  air,  and  would  not  protect  from  all  contagion  and  infection;  and 
(/)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Swine.  Hog 
Cholera.  Dip  all  animals  as  directed  for  lice.  Isolate  all  diseased  stock. 
Disinfect  the  pens  and  yards  with  1  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  to  75  parts  water. 
Mix  one  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  to  500  parts  of  cold  water,  and  allow  the  animals 
to  drink  freely,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  hog  cholera 
if  the  hogs  were  treated  with  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  directed;  and  (g)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Swine  *  *  *  Lice,  Mange,  and  Skin  Diseases. 
Dip  in  a  solution  of  1  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  to  60  or  75  parts  warm  water,  or 
apply  the  solution  with  a  spray  pump  or  with  a  stiff  brush.  Treat  again  in 
8  or  10  days,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of 
mange  and  all  skin  diseases  which  affect  hogs  if  the  article  were  applied  to 
affected  hogs  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed;  and  (h)  in  this,  that  circulars  packed  with  each  of  the  bottles  of  the 
article  bore  the  statement,  "  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  (Combination  of  Coal-Tar  Deriva- 
tives and  Sulphur)  *  *  *  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  is  a  coal-tar  product  combined 
with  soluble  sulphur,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  com- 
posed of  a  combination  of  coal-tar  derivatives  and  sulphur,  but  consisted  and 
was  composed  of  a  combination  of  coal-tar  derivatives,  resin  soap,  and  water, 
and  sulphur  was  not  present  in  the  article  in  a  large,  sustantial,  important,  or 
essential  proportion  thereof,  but  was  present  in  only  a  small,  unsubstantial, 
unimportant,  and  unessential  proportion  thereof,  to  wit,  less  than  1  per  cent, 
and  not  more  than  the  proportion  of  sulphur  normally  and  incidentally  present 
in  the  proportion  of  coal-tar  derivatives  contained  in  the  article;  and  (i)  in 
this,  that  circulars .  packed  with  each  of  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the 
statement,  "  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  *  *  *  It  kills  lice,  ticks,  mites,  fleas,  drives 
away  flies,  mosquitoes,  cures  mange,  scab,  ringworm,  and  other  skin  diseases, 
disinfects,  cleanses,  and  deodorizes,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all 
kinds  of  ticks,  would  not  cure  all  forms  of  mange,  all  cases  of  scab,  all  cases  of 
ringworm,  or  all  skin  diseases  which  affect  domestic  animals;  and  (;)  in  this, 
that  circulars  packed  with  each  of  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement, 
"  Cattle.  Mange.  Also  called  Scab  or  Scabies,  and  Spanish  Itch.  The  cause 
of  this  disease  is  a  small,  almost  invisible  parasite,  of  the  same  species  as  the 
sheep-mite,  but  a  different  variety.  The  affected  animals  lose  flesh  and  strength. 
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The  itching  leads  to  scratching  and  hence  the  loss  of  hair  about  the  neck  and 
shoulders,  the  formation  of  scab,  sores,  etc.  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  solution,  1  to  72. 
kills  the  mites  but  not  the  nits ;  for  this  reason  a  second  dipping  should  be  given 
8  or  10  days  after  the  first,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  cattle  if  the  article  were  applied  to  affec  ; 
cattle  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  : 
and  (fc)  in  this,  that  circulars  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  tlie 
statement,  "Horses.  Lice,  Ringworm,  Mange,  and  other  parasitic  affections 
generally  yield  to  the  treatment  advised  for  corresponding  affections  in  cattle. 
Should  Mange  prove  resistant,  the  cause  of  the  disease  is  probably  a  deep- 
burrowing  mite  which  requires  for  its  destruction  a  stronger  solution  of  Kreso 
Dip  No.  1,  namely,  1  to  30,  applied  every  ten  days.  Spray  the  stables  with 
Kreso  Dip  No.  1  solution,  1  to  100,  to  disinfect  and  keep  the  flies  away," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which 
affect  horses  if  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed;  and  (I)  in  this,  that  circulars  packed  with  the  bottles  of  the 
article  bore  the  statement,  "  Hogs  *  *  *  Lice  and  Mange. — Dip  in  a  solu- 
tion of  1  part  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  to  60  or  75  parts  warm  water,  or  apply  the  solu- 
tion with  a  spray  pump  or  with  a  stiff  brush.  Repeat  in  8  or  10  days,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  hogs 
if  applied  to  affected  hogs  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed;  and  (m)  in  this,  that  circulars  packed  with  the  bottles 
of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  Dogs.  *  *  *  Mange. — Break  up  the 
scab  with  a  brush,  and  wash  with  Kreso  Dip  No.  1  solution,  1  to  100;  repeat 
a  week  later,  and  again  after  the  same  interval  until  cured,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  dogs  if  applied 
to  affected  dogs  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed. 

In  the  fourth  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  quantity  of  the 
article  contained  in  the  288  bottles  was  misbranded  as  alleged  in  the  second 
count  of  the  information  in  the  case  of  the  quantity  of  the  article  contained  in 
the  432  cans. 

On  December  21,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  second 
and  fourth  counts  of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50.  An 
order  of  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  first  and  third  counts. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

818.  Misbranding:  of  "  Germ-a-thol  Sanitary  Disinfectant/'    U.  S.  ▼  .  Pratt 
Food  Co.    Plea  of  g-uilty.    Fine,  $100.     (I.  k  P.  No.  432.    Dom.  No.  9281.) 

On  January  5,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Pratt  Food  Co.,  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  June  26,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Germ-A-thol  Sanitary 
Disinfectant,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1010.  The  article  was  contained  in  60  bottles,  each  inclosed  in  a  carton,  and 
inclosed  in  each  of  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  was  a  printed 
folder. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  Information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  as  follows:  (1)  In  this,  that  the  labels  of  the 
bottles  bore  the  statement, "  Non-Poisonous,"  whereas  the  article  was  poisonous ; 
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and  (2)  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Destroys  bad 
odors,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  offensive  odors;  and  (3)  in 
this,  that  the  labels  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  the  Sick  Room :  4 
teaspoonfuls  to  1  quart  of  water.  To  prevent  the  spread  of  infectious  diseases 
wash  the  floors  and  walls  and  sprinkle  freely  everywhere.  Hang  cloths  dipped 
in  this  solution  about  the  room.  Spittoons  and  chamber  vessels  should  contain 
the  mixture.  Cloths  and  dishes  used  by  the  sick  should  be  soaked  in  the  solu- 
tion before  being  taken  from  the  room,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent 
the  spread  of  all  infectious  diseases  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
method  and  manner  directed;  and  (4)  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  bottles  bore 
the  statement,  "For  All  Skin  Diseases:  1  teaspoonful  to  1  quart  of  water. 
Bathe  the  affected  parts  freely,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  skin  diseases  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  method  and 
manner  directed;  and  (5)  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  bottles  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  To  disinfect  Water  Closets,  Urinals,  Privy  Vaults,  Cesspools,  Sinks, 
Drains,  Garbage  Receptacles,  Etc.,  4  tablespoonfuls  to  a  bucket  of  water.  Use 
frequently  and  all  foul  odors  and  disease  germs  will  be  destroyed.  If  very 
offensive,  use  stronger  solution,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  disinfect  water- 
closets,  privy  vaults,  cesspools,  and  drains  and  would  not  destroy  all  foul  odors 
in  and  about  said  places  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (6)  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  bot- 
tles bore  the  statement,  "  For  House  Cleaning :  1  to  2  tablespoonfuls  to  a  bucket 
of  water.  Wash  floors  with  it  regularly.  This  will  kill  all  disease  germs  and 
vermin.  Before  laying  carpets  wash  floor  to  cleanse  and  protect  against  moths," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  disease  germs  and  all  kinds  of  vermin  in 
dwellings  and  would  not  be  effective  against  moths  in  carpets  if  used  and  applied 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed ;  and  (7) 
in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Stables,  Poultry 
Houses,  Kennels,  Etc. :  From  £  to  1  cupful  to  gallon  of  water.  This  solution 
sprinkled  about  the  stable  freely  will  arrest  and  prevent  all  decomposition  of 
urine  and  do  away  with  the  ammonia  smell  and  all  foul  odors;  will  also  keep 
out  flies,  fleas  and  lice,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  keep  lice  out  of  stables, 
poultry  houses  and  kennels  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (8)  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the 
bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Schools,  Public  Buildings,  Cattle  Sheds,  Hos- 
pitals, Stations,  Ferry  Boats,  Shops,  Slaughter  Houses,  Etc. :  1  part  Germ-a-thol 
to  100  parts  water.  Sprinkle  regularly  and  odor  and  disease  germs  will  be 
destroyed,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  odors  in  schools,  public 
buildings,  cattle  sheds,  hospitals,  stations,  ferryboats,  shops,  or  slaughterhouses 
if  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner directed;  and  (9)  in  thi3,  that  the  labels  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement, 
"  Where  Pratts  Germ-a-thol  is  used,  roaches,  ants,  bedbugs  and  other  insects 
are  unknown,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  roaches,  ants,  bedbugs, 
and  all  other  household  insects  in  all  cases  and  under  all  conditions;  and  (10) 
in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  The  greatest 
known  antiseptic,  detergent,  insecticide,  disinfectant  and  bactericide  for  use  in 
households,  hotels,  school  houses,  offices,  hospitals,  churches,  public  buildings, 
factories,  stables,  kennels  and  poultry  yards,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  the 
most  efficient  insecticide,  disinfectant,  bactericide,  and  antiseptic  known  for  use 
in  each  or  any  of  the  said  structures  or  places;  and  (11)  in  this,  that  the  car- 
tons inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "Pratts  Germ-a-thol  is  needed 
whenever  soap  and  water  are  used  and  in  every  place  where  germs,  dust,  in- 
sects, mould  and  filth  collect    Pratts  Germ-a-thol  is  a  purifier,  cleanser  and 
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preserver,  and  by  its  use  all  germ  life  is  positively  destroyed,  bad  odors  re- 
moved, decomposition  prevented  and  the  air  purified,"  whereas  the  article,  if 
used  as  a  cleanser,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  insects,  would  not 
remove  all  offensive  odors,  and  would  not  purify  the  air  in  all  cases  and  under 
all  conditions;  and  (12)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "  The  world's  greatest  disinfectant,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  the 
most  efficient  disinfectant  in  existence;  and  (13)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclos- 
ing the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  All  Skin  Diseases :  1  teaspoonful  to  1 
quart  of  water.  Bathe  the  affected  parts  freely,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
be  effective  against  all  skin  diseases  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed ;  and  (14)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing 
the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  the  Sick  Room :  4  teaspoonfuls  to  1  quart 
of  water.  To  prevent  the  spread  of  infectious  diseases  wash  the  floors  and 
walls  and  sprinkle  freely  everywhere.  Hang  cloths  dipped  in  this  solution  about 
the  room.  Spittoons  and  chamber  vessels  should  contain  the  mixture.  Cloths 
and  dishes  used  by  the  sick  should  be  soaked  in  this  solution  before  being  taken 
from  the  room,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  the  spread  of  all  in- 
fectious diseases  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed;  and  (15)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore 
the  statement,  "  To  Disinfect  Water  Closets,  Urinals,  Privy  Vaults,  Cesspools, 
Sinks,  Drains,  Garbage  Receptacles,  Etc. :  4  tablespoonfuls  to  a  bucket  of  water. 
Use  frequently  and  all  foul  odors  and  disease  germs  will  be  destroyed.  If  very 
offensive,  use  stronger  solution,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  disinfect  water- 
closets,  privy  vaults,  cesspools,  or  drains,  and  would  not  destroy  all  foul  odors 
and  all  disease  germs  in  about  said  places  if  used  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (16)  in  this,  that  the  car- 
tons inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  House  Cleaning :  1  to  2 
tablespoonfuls  to  a  bucket  of  water.  Wash  floors  with  it  regularly.  This  will 
kill  all  disease  germs  and  vermin.  Before  laying  carpets  wash  floor  to  cleanse 
and  protect  against  moths,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  disease  germs 
and  all  kinds  of  vermin  in  dwellings,  and  would  not  be  effective  against  moths 
in  carpets  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner directed;  and  (17)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "  For  Stables,  Poultry  Houses,  Kennels,  Etc. :  From  £  to  1  cupful  to 
gallon  of  water.  This  solution  sprinkled  about  the  stable  freely  will  arrest  and 
prevent  all  decomposition  of  urine  and  do  away  with  the  ammonia  smell  and  all 
foul  odors ;  will  also  keep  out  flies,  fleas  and  lice,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
keep  lice  out  of  stables,  poultry  houses,  and  kennels  if  used  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (IS)  in  this,  that  the 
cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Schools,  Public  Buildings, 
Cattle  Sheds,  Hospitals,  Stations,  Ferry  Boats,  Shops,  Slaughter  Houses,  Etc.: 
1  part  Germ-a-thol  to  100  parts  water.  Sprinkle  regularly,  all  odor  and  disease 
germs  will  be  destroyed,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  odors  in 
schools,  public  buildings,  cattle  sheds,  hospitals,  stations,  ferryboats,  shops,  or 
slaughterhouses  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed;  and  (19)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore 
th  -  statement,  "Where  Pratts  Germ-a-thol  is  used,  roaches,  ants,  bedbugs  and 
other  insects  are  unknown,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  roaches, 
a&ts,  bedbugs,  or  all  other  household  insects  in  all  cases  and  under  all  condi- 
tions; and  (20)  in  this,  that  the  folders,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles 
of  the  article,  bore  the  statement,  "  Germ-a-thol  is  the  greatest  Disinfectant. 
Deodorizer,  Detergent  (cleaner),  Insecticide,  Bactericide  and  Antiseptic," 
whereas  the  article  was  not  the  most  efficient  disinfectant,  deodorizer,  detergent, 
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insecticide,  bactericide,  and  antiseptic  in  existence;  and  (21)  in  this, 'that  the 
folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement, 
"  It  is  the  micro-organic  life  that  causes  decomposition,  mould,  mildew,  filth, 
bad  odors,  and  fungus  growth  in  which  germs,  vermin  and  insects  live  and  mul- 
tiply by  the  millions.  Pratts  Germ-a-thol  will  positively  destroy  all  this  vile 
germ  life,  prevent  decomposition,  kill  the  bacteria  and  remove  all  bad  odors.  It 
purifies  the  air  of  the  sick  room  and  makes  it  healthful,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  remove  all  offensive  odors  and  would  not  purify  and  make  healthful 
the  air  of  sick  rooms;  and  (22)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons 
with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement  "It  is  non-poisonous  harm- 
less to  humans  and  animals  and  is  especially  adapted  to  domestic  and  medicinal 
use,"  whereas  the  article  would  be  poisonous  and  harmful  to  human  beings  and 
animals;  and  (23)  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles, 
"It  is  the  greatest  sanitary  cleaning  preparation  of  the  age,"  whereas  the  arti- 
cle was  not  the  most  efficient  cleaning  preparation  in  existence  for  sanitary 
purposes;  and  (24)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  Germ-a-thol  For  the  Household 
Germ-a-thol  is  needed  wherever  soap  and  water  are  used,  and  in  all  places 
where  germs,  dust  and  insects  collect.  Soap  cleanses  the  surface.  Germ-a-thol 
not  only  cleanses,  but  purifies  and  preserves  as  well.  It  prevents  decomposition, 
destroys  all  germ  life  and  purifies  the  air  of  the  room,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  purify  the  air  of  rooms  if  used  as  a  cleanser  thereof;  and  (25)  in 
this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore 
the  statement,  "  To  Clean  Floors,  Closets  and  for  Housecleaning  Use  1  to  2 
tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a  bucket  of  water.  Wash  floors  and  wood- 
work with  it  regularly.  This  will  thoroughly  clean  and  preserve  the  wood  and 
kill  all  disease  germs  and  vermin.  Before  laying  carpet  always  wash  the  floor 
with  Germ-a-thol  to  protect  the  carpet  against  moths,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  kill  all  disease  germs  or  all  vermin  in  dwellings,  and  would  not  pro- 
tect carpets  from  moths,  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed ;  and  (26)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the 
cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Clean  Kitchen 
Sinks,  Greasy  Pots,  Kettles,  Ice  Chests,  Etc.  Use  Germ-a-thol  mixed  with  hot 
water  and  all  grease  and  odor  will  disappear.  All  kitchen  utensils  and  every- 
thing throughout  the  kitchen  should  be  cleaned  with  Germ-a-thol  and  hot  water, 
using  1  to  2  tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a  bucket  of  water.  This  quickly 
removes  all  grease  and  keeps  the  article  clean  and  free  from  all  germs  and 
odor,"  whereas  the  article  would  riot  cause  all  odors  to  disappear  from  kitchen 
sinks,  greasy  pots,  kettles,  or  ice  chests,  and  would  not  keep  kitchen  utensils 
and  articles  free  from  all  germs  and  odors,  if  used  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (27)  in  this,  that  the  folders 
inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  To 
Clean  and  Disinfect  Garbage  Receptacles,  Chambers,  Etc.  Use  regularly  2  to  4 
tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a  bucket  of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  disinfect  garbage  receptacles  or  chambers  if  used  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (28)  in  this,  that  the 
folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  To  Disinfect  Water  Closets,  Cesspools,  Drains,  Etc.  Use  4  tablespoon- 
fuls of  Germ-a-thol  to  a  bucket  of  water  and  all  germs  and  foul  odors  will  be 
destroyed.  If  very  offensive,  use  stronger  solution,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  destroy  all  germs  or  foul  odors  in  and  about  water-closets,  cesspools,  and 
drains  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed;  and  (29)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
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bottles  of  the  article  bore  tbe  statement,  "  For  the  Cellar  Sprinkle  floor  and 
sides  before  sweeping  with  a  solution  of  1  tablespoonful  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a 
bucket  of  water.  *  *  *  A  solution  of  Germ-a-thol,  renewed  weekly,  should  be 
kept  in  an  old  cup  or  saucer,  always  in  the  cellar.  Takes  away  musty  smell, 
disinfects  and  purifies,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  disinfect  and  purify 
cellars  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed;  and  (30)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bot- 
tles of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Exterminate  Bed  Bugs,  Roaches  and 
Spiders  Wash,  daily  until  all  the  vermin  and  eggs  are  destroyed,  beds,  closets 
and  wherever  the  insects  are  seen,  with  a  solution  of  2  tablespoonfuls  of  Germ- 
a-thol  to  1  quart  of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  exterminate  bedgngs, 
roaches,  or  spiders  in  dwellings  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (31)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed 
in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Clean 
Carpets,  Rugs  and  Furniture  Brush  or  sweep  well,  then  wipe  with  a  cloth  wet 
with  a  solution  of  1  tablespoonful  of  Germ-a-thol  to  1  gallon  of  water.  Cleans, 
brightens  the  colors  and  prevents  moths,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent 
moths  in  carpets,  rugs,  or  furniture  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (32)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed 
in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  For  all  Skin 
Diseases  and  Chafing  Bathe  freely  the  affected  parts  with  1  teaspoonful  of 
Germ-a-thol  to  one  quart  of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  skin  diseases  that  affect  man  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (33)  in  this,  that  the  folders  in- 
closed in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  Germ- 
a-thol  For  Destroying  Lice  and  Insects  on  Plants,  Vines  and  Trees  For  Rose 
Bushes,  Vines  and  Plants  Spray  or  sprinkle,  by  using  a  watering  pot,  all  the 
plants  with  a  solution  of  2  teaspoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  1  gallon  of  water.  In 
a  few  minutes  sprinkle  the  plants  again  with  clear  water,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  destroy  lice  and  other  insects  which  attack  or  infest  plants,  vines,  or 
rosebushes  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner directed;  and  (34)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Killing  Green  Lice,  Insects  and 
Caterpillars  Spray  or  sprinkle  with  a  solution  of  1  teaspoonful  of  Germ-a-thol 
to  one  quart  of  water,  then  sprinkle  the  plants  with  clear  water,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  effective  against  green  lice,  or  all  insects,  or  all  caterpillars 
that  attack  or  infest  plants  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed;  and  (35)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the 
cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  For  San  Jose  Scale 
Apply  with  a  worn  broom  a  solution  of  two  tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a 
bucket  of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  San  Jose 
scale  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  di- 
rected;  and  (36)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Scrubbing  Floors  in  Hotels, 
Public  Buildings,  Stores,  etc.  Use  2  to  3  tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a 
bucket  of  water.  This  saves  labor  and  thoroughly  cleans  and  disinfects  the 
floor  and  purifies  the  air  of  the  room,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  disinfect 
the  floors  of,  and  would  not  purify  the  air  in,  hotels,  public  buildings,  and  stores 
if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  ; 
and  (37)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the 
article  bore  the  statement,  "  For  School  Rooms  It  is  of  utmost  importance  that 
children  should  not  be  exposed  to  rooms  where  disease  germs  exist.  If  school 
floors,  desks  and  blackboards  are  always  scrubbed  daily  with  a  solution  of  2 
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tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-tliol  to  a  bucket  of  water,  all  germ  life  will  be  de- 
stroyed and  the  air  made  sweet,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  germ 
life  and  would  not  purify  and  keep  pure  the  air  in  schoolrooms  if  used  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (38)  in 
this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore 
the  statement,  "  Germ-a-thol  For  Poultry  *  *  *  Germ-a-thol  is  a  safe,  non- 
poisonous  remedy  and  a  sure  destroyer  of  disease  germs,  lice  and  pests,  keeping 
the  fowls  in  perfect  health  and  making  the  air  of  the  poultry  houses  sweet  and 
pure,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  pests  which  attack  or  infest 
poultry;  and  (39)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Destroy  Lice  and  Vermin 
Spray  or  sprinkle  every  part  and  every  article  in  the  poultry  house  with  a  solu- 
tion of  £  cupful  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a  gallon  of  water.  Spray  the  chickens  with 
the  same  solution,  ruffling  the  feathers  so  that  it  gets  well  into  the  skin.  Paint 
the  perches  with  a  pure  or  a  very  strong  solution  of  Germ-a-thol  an  hour  before 
the  birds  roost.  Repeat  weekly,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all 
vermin  that  attack  or  infest  poultry  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (40)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed 
in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  Germ-a-thol 
For  Disinfecting  Stables  Use  £  to  1  cupful  of  Germ-a-thol  to  1  gallon  of  water. 
This  solution,  sprayed  or  sprinkled. freely,  will  arrest  and  prevent  all  decom- 
position of  urine  and  do  away  with  the  ammonia  smell  and  all  foul  odors.  Will 
also  keep  out  flies,  fleas  and  lice  and  kill  all  disease  germs,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  keep  lice  out  of  stables  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (41)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in 
the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Washing 
Horses  *  *  *  For  Mange,  Ticks,  Lice  and  Ringworm  Sponge  with  3  to  4 
tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  1  gallon  of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  and  all  kinds  of  ticks  if  used  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (42)  in 
this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore 
the  statement,  "  For  Cattle  *  *  *  For  Mange,  Ringworm  and  Scabies 
Sponge  the  parts  with  5  teaspoonf  uls  of  Germ-a-thol  to  a  pint  of  water,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  that  affect  cattle 
if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed ; 
and  (43)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the 
article  bore  the  statement,  "  Hog  Cholera  Separate  the  sick  hogs  and  disinfect 
the  pens  and  troughs  with  1  part  Germ-a-thol  and  20  parts  of  water.  Dip  the 
hogs  in  1  part  Germ-a-thol  and  100  parts  water  and  add  Germ-a-thol  to  their 
food  in  the  proportion  of  1  to  200,  and  to  their  drink  in  the  proportion  of  1  to 
300.  Also  disinfect  the  pens  and  troughs  of  all  the  sound  animals.  There  will 
be  very  little  trouble  from  hog  cholera  if  Germ-a-thol  is  used  regularly  for  dis- 
infecting pens,  troughs  and  yards,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
in  treating  hogs  affected  with  hog  cholera  if  used  in  the  strengths  and  propor- 
tions and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (44)  in  this,  that  the 
folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  state- 
ment, "For  Mange,  Lice  And  Eczema,  use  1  part  Germ-a-thol  to  50  to  75  parts 
of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange 
that  affect  hogs  if  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed;  and  (45)  in 
this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore 
the  statement,  "  For  Dogs  Wash  thoroughly  with  2  tablespoonfuls  of  Germ-a- 
thol  to  a  gallon  of  water.  Then  rinse  with  clear  water.  Kills  fleas  and  pre- 
vents mange,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  all  forms  of  mange  that 


356 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


[S.  R.  A.# 


affect  dogs  if  used  in  tlie  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  moaner 
directed;  and  (46)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  Germ-a-thol  Will  Prevent  Sickness 
Your  Health  is  worth  more  than  25  cents.  Don't  wait  for  sickness  to  come,  but 
start  using  Germ-a-thol  now,  when  you  and  yours  are  well;  use  it  to  keep  well, 
to  drive  out  disease  germs  and  to  purify  the  atmosphere  of  your  home.  Here's 
an  easy  way:  Take  an  old,  discarded  cup,  fill  it  about  three-quarters  full  of 
water,  then  add  1  teaspoonful  of  Germ-a-thol.  Stir  it  up,  and  you  have  a 
milky-white  fluid — a  powerful  household  disinfectant.  Now  put  this  solution 
in  an  atomizer,  and  each  day  spray  floors,  furniture  and  hangings  throughout 
the  house.  It  will  positively  uot  harm  carpets  or  draperies,  but  will  kill  germs 
and  purify  the  air.  This  easy,  simple  plan  will  protect  you  and  your  family 
from  the  ravages  of  contagious  and  infectious  diseases  and  save  many  dollars 
in  the  shape  of  medicines  and  doctors'  bills,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  pre- 
vent all  sickness  in  families,  would  not  kill  all  disease  germs  or  purify  the  at- 
mosphere in  households,  and  would  not  protect  families  from  contagious  and 
infectious  diseases,  if  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed;  and  (47)  in  this,  that  the  folders  inclosed  in  the  cartons 
with  the  bottles  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  Housekeepers :  Remember 
that  Germ-a-thol  will  *  *  *  Kill  all  insects  and  bugs,"  whereas  the  article 
could  not  be  used  or  applied  so  as  to  kill  all  kinds  of  insects  and  bugs  that 
infest  households. 

On  January  18,  1917,  the  defendant,  the  Pratt  Food  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  08,  1918. 

319.  Misbranding-  of  "  Tak-a-nap."    U.   S.  v.  John   A.  Hovey  and  Lillian 
F.  L..  Hovey  (Tak-a-nap  Co.).    Plea  of  gruilty.    Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  438.    Dom.  No.  9875.) 

On  February  13.  1917.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
John  A.  Hovey  and  Lillian  F.  L.  Hovey.  trading  as  The  Tak-a-nap  Co.,  Phila- 
delphia, Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  May  20,  1914,  from 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
designated  "Tak-a-nap,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  24  kegs,  each  of  which 
had  affixed  thereto  a  label  as  follows:  "100  Lbs.  Tak-a-nap.  Kills  insects  on 
trees  and  plants.  Simply  mix  in  water  and  spray.  Tak-a-nap  Co.,  Germau- 
town.  Pa." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which 
said  inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  ami 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  kegs  containing  the 
article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
said  article  having  Insectlcidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all, 
on  the  said  labels.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  pamphlets  or  booklets  affixed  to  the  kegs 
containing  the  article  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  in  the  booklets  and  pamphlets 
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so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statement,  "  Tak- 
a-nap,  won't  wash  off  like  other  solutions.  Tak-a-nap  won't  wash  off  branches," 
represented  that  the  said  insecticide  would  not  be  washed  off  the  foliage  or 
branches  by  rain,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  would  be  washed  off  of 
foliage  and  branches  by  rain. 

On  February  15,  1917,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Cael  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

1120.  Misbranding  of  "  Fleck's  Lice  Exterminator."    U.  S.  v.  J.  J.  Fleck. 

Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $25  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  389.  Dom. 
No.  9043.) 

On  July  3,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Ohio 
filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  J.  J.  Fleck,  Tiffin,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or 
about  July  30,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  packages,  labeled  "  Fleck's  Lice  Exter- 
minator," which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  state- 
ments regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "Fleck's  Lice  Exter- 
minator *  *  *  Death  to  all  kinds  of  lice,  fleas,  ticks  and  other  vermin  that 
infest  poultry,  dogs,  horses,  cattle,  sheep  and  hogs.  *  *  *  Directions  Open 
perforations  in  top  of  box  with  a  nail.  In  all  cases  thoroughly  work  the  Exter- 
minator through  feathers,  hair,  wool  or  bristles,  until  it  reaches  the  skin  and 
then  rub  thoroughly.  *  *  *  The  dusting  operation  should  be  repeated  in  a 
week  or  ten  days  on  all  poultry  and  animals  in  order  to  destroy  vermin  that 
hatched  from  nits  after  first  dusting,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  ticks  which  infest  cattle  or  against  all  kinds  of  vermin  if  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Fleck's  Lice  Exterminator  *  *  * 
Kills  bugs  and  worms  on  vines  and  vegetables.  *  *  *  To  kill  Bugs  on 
Melon,  Cucumber  and  Pumpkin  Vines,  Cabbage  Worms  and  Slugs  on  Rose 
Bushes.  Apply  after  rain  or  dew,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  bugs  and  all  worms  which  infest  and  attack  vines  and  vegetables  and 
against  cabbage  worms  and  all  bugs  which  infest  and  attack  melon,  cucumber, 
and  pumpkin  vines,  if  used  and  applied  after  rain  and  dew ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Fleck's  Lice  Exterminator  *  *  * 
A  powerful  disinfectant.  Follow  directions  closely  to  secure  perfect  results. 
Fleck's  Lice  Exterminator  is  a  powerful  disinfectant  and  deodorizer,  safe  to  use 
and  satisfactory  in  results.  *  *  *  Directions  Fleck's  Lice  Exterminator  de- 
stroys foul  gases,  germs  of  contagious  diseases  and  poisonous  atmosphere  as  well 
as  vermin,  and  should  be  sprinkled  about  all  places  where  garbage  or  decaying 
animal  and  vegetable  matter  are  found,  such  as  poultry  houses  and  runs, 
stables,  barns,  pigpens,  slaughterhouses,  privies,  cesspools,  and  the  many  places 
where  foul  and  poisonous  odors  exist,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  a  powerful 
disinfectant  or  deodorizer,  and  would  not  destroy  all  foul  gases,  all  germs  of 
contagious  diseases,  all  poisonous  atmosphere,  and  all  vermin  which  arise  and 
emanate  from  decaying  animal  or  vegetable  matter  in  and  about  poultry  houses, 
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stables,  barns,  pigpens,  slaughterhouses,  privies,  and  cesspools,  If  used  ami 
applied  by  sprinkling  said  article  in,  on,  and  about  such  matter  and  ptoeea 
Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  and  fungicide  was  alleged*  further  in  that  it 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  nicotine, 
naphthalene,  and  pyrethrum  powder,  which  inert  substances  did  not  and  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  packages 
of  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  packages  of  the  article. 

On  January  18,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
i  nation,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Cael  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

321.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  ot  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant." 

U.  S.  v.  The  Warren  Refining  &  Chemical  Co.  (Prescott  Chemical 

Co.,  Chemical  Supply  Co.).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $10  and 
costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  361.    Dom.  No.  9079.) 

On  May  8,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  Warren 
Refining  &  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  trading  and  doing 
busiDess  under  the  name  of  Prescott  Chemical  Co.,  and  under  the  name  of 
Chemical  Supply  Co.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  under  the  name 
of  the  Chemical  Supply  Co.,  on  or  about  February  16,  1914,  from  the  State  of 
Ohio  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  12 
packages  or  cans,  labeled  "Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  which  was  adul- 
terated and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  (1) 
that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold :  In  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the 
cans,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  and  "  Being  made  from  the  pure  frag- 
rant Southern  Pine  Oil,  it  leaves  a  mild  odor  like  that  of  the  pine  woods," 
purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of 
strength  and  purity  of  consisting  and  being  composed  wholly,  essentially,  or 
for  the  most  part  of  pine  oil,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said 
article  did  fall  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed  wholly,  essen- 
tially, or  for  the  most  part  of  pme  oil,  but  did  consist  for  the  most  part 
of  sodium  rosin  soap  and  mineral  oil.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris 
green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  substances  had  been  substituted  In  part  for 
the  article:  In  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  or 
cans,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  and  "  Being  made  from  the  pure  frag- 
rant Southern  Pine  Oil,  it  leaves  a  mild  odor  like  that  of  the  pine  woods,"  pur- 
ported, professed,  and  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article 
consisted  and  was  composed  wholly,  essentially,  or  for  the  most  part  of  pine 
oil,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  of,  and  was  com- 


Insecticide  19.]     SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  359 


posed  for  the  most  part  of,  substances  other  than  pine  oil,  to  wit,  sodium  rosin 
soap  and  mineral  oil,  which  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  said  article, 
to  wit,  pine  oil. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  or  cans  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels 
of  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  and  "  Being 
made  from  the  pure  fragrant  Southern  Pine  Oil,  it  leaves  a  mild  odor  like  that 
of  the  pine  woods,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  and  was  not  composed 
wholly,  essentially,  or  for  the  most  part  of  pine  oil ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "A  powerful  germicide,"  whereas  the  article 
was  not  a  powerful  germicide;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore 
the  statement,  "Will  quickly  destroy  foul  odors  and  germs,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  destroy  all  foul  odors ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans 
bore  the  statement,  "  Soluble  in  water  in  any  proportion,"  whereas  the  article 
was  not  soluble  in  water;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  "To  keep  the  Air  Sweet  and  Clean — In  public  places,  schools,  hos- 
pitals, hotels,  theaters,  stores,  office  buildings,  colleges,  etc.,  sprinkle  freely 
one  (1)  pint  to  five  (5)  gallons  of  water,"  whereas  the  article,  if  used  and 
applied  in  public  places,  schools,  hospitals,  hotels,  theaters,  stores,  office  build- 
ings, and  colleges,  by  sprinkling  freely  in  the  proportion  of  1  pint  thereof  to 
5  gallons  of  water,  would  not  keep  the  air  in  such  places  sweet  and  clean; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Garbage 
Boxes. — Privy  vaults,  lavatories,  cesspools,  use  one  (1)  pint  to  five  (5)  gallons 
of  water  and  destroy  both  the  bad  odors  and  germs,"  and  "  For  Stables. — Where 
animals  are  kept  sprinkle  freely  one  (1)  pint  to  five  (5)  gallons  of  water. 
Will  destroy  the  odors,"  whereas  the  article,  if  used  and  applied  in  and  about 
garbage  boxes,  privy  vaults,  lavatories,  cesspools,  and  stables  and  places  where 
animals  are  kept,  in  the  proportion  of  1  pint  thereof  to  5  gallons  of  water, 
would  not  destroy  all  bad  odors  in  and  about  such  places;  and  in  this,  that 
the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Burns  and  Scalds. — A  solution 
of  a  teaspoonful  to  a  cup  of  water  will  give  instant  relief  and  prevent  scarring," 
whereas  the  article,  if  applied  to  burns  and  scalds  in  the  proportion  of  1 
teaspoonful  thereof  to  a  cup  of  water  would  not  give  instant  relief  and  would 
not  prevent  scarring  from  all  such  burns  and  scalds;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Fleas  or  Mange  on  Animals. — Use 
machine  oil  can  filled  with  pure  goods  and  saturate  animal  infected  (it 
does  not  injure  the  animal  in  any  way)  then  wash  thoroughly  with  water," 
whereas,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  on 
animals  if  infected  animals  were  treated  by  saturating  them  with  the  said 
article  and  then  washing  them  thoroughly  with  water;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "For  ordinary  disinfection. — A  propor- 
tion of  one  (1)  part  to  one  hundred  (100)  parts  of  water,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  effective  for  all  ordinary  disinfection  if  it  were  used  and 
applied  in  the  proportion  of  1  part  thereof  to  100  parts  of  water. 

On  January  31,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Gael  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  o/  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 


360 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


[S.  R.  A., 


322.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v. 

The  Warren  Refining  &  Chemical  Co.  (Chemical  Supply  Co.,  Prescott 
Cliemical  Co.).    Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $10  and  costs.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  374.    Dom.  No.  0077.) 

On  April  3,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  Warren 
Ilefining  Co.,  a  corporation,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  doing  business  under  the  name 
of  Prescott  Chemical  Co.,  and  under  the  name  of  Chemical  Supply  Co.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  May  18,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Ohio 
into  the  State  of  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  10  barrels, 
labeled  "  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
a  fungicide,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  words  and  figures,  borne 
on  the  barrels,  "  6-8  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  purported  and  professed  that  the 
phenolic  coefficient  of  the  said  article  was  from  six  to  eight;  that  is  to  say, 
that  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article  was 
from  six  to  eight  times  greater  than  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and 
efficacy  of  pure  phenol ;  whereas  the  strength  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said 
professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  phenolic  coefficient  of  the  said 
article  was  much  less  than  six;  that  is  to  say,  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting 
power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article  was  much  less  than  six  times  that  of 
phenol. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1) 
that  the  barrels  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  barrels,  "  6-8 
Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  represented  that  the  phenolic  coefficient  of  the  said 
article  was  from  six  to  eight;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  germicidal  and  disin- 
fecting power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article  was  from  six  to  eight  times 
greater  than  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  phenol, 
whereas  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article 
was  much  less  than  six  times  that  of  phenol. 

On  January  31,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Cael  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

AYashixgtox,  D.  C,  January  28,  19 IS. 

S2.'i.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant."    V.  S.  v. 

AV'arren  Refining  &  Chemical  Co.  (Chemical  Supply  Co.).  Plea  of 
nolo   contendere.     Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.   No.  420.     Dom.  No. 

9010.) 

On  November  3,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Warren  Refining  Co.,  a  corporation,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  the 
Chemical  Supply  Co.,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant, 
on  or  about  October  6,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Florida, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  two  metallic  drums,  labeled  "  Coal  Tar 
Disinfectant,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  and  that  the  strength  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  In  this,  that  the  words  and 
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figures  borne  on  each  of  the  said  drums,  "  6-8  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  pur- 
ported and  professed  that  the  phenolic  coefficient  of  the  said  article  was  from 
six  to  eight,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and 
efficacy  of  the  said  article  was  from  six  to  eight  times  greater  than  the  germi- 
cidal and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  pure  phenol,  whereas  the  strength 
of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  the 
phenolic  coefficient  of  the  said  article  was  much  less  than  six,  that  is  to  say, 
the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article  was  much 
less  than  six  times  that  of  pure  phenol. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1)  that 
( he  drums  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and  mislead- 
ing, and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  said  drums,  "6-8 
Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  represented  that  the  phenolic  coefficient  of  the  said 
article  was  from  six  to  eight,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  germicidal  and  disin- 
fecting power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article  was  from  six  to  eight  times 
greater  than  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  pure  phenol, 
whereas  the  germicidal  and  disinfecting  power  and  efficacy  of  the  said  article 
was  much  less  than  six  times  that  of  pure  phenol. 

On  January  31,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  of  nolo  contendere 
to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  February  28,  1918. 

324.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  Simplex.  IT.  S.  v.  Harry  J.  Smith 
(II.  J.  Smith.  &  Co.).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $100  and  costs. 
(I.  &  P.  No.  431.    Com.  Nos.  9508,  9517,  9518,  9519.) 

On  November  3,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Harry  J. 
Smith,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  H.  J.  Smith  &  Co.,  Cleveland,  Ohio, 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  March  4,  1914,  from  the 
State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  labeled 
"  Simplex,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans,  part  of  which  pur- 
ported to  contain  5  pounds  each,  part  purported  to  contain  2\  pounds  each, 
part  purported  to  contain  1  pound,  each,  and  part  were  intended  to  be  sold  at 
10  cents  each. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  5 
pounds  each  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  cans,  "  Sulphur  20%  Inert  ingredient,  calcium  hydrate,"  purported 
and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  was  such  that  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  20  per 
cent,  that  the  article  contained  an  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  calcium  hydrate,  in 
the  proportion  of  65  per  cent,  and  that  the  article  contained  no  inert  ingredients 
other  than  calcium  hydrate,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell 
below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  this,  that,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article  did  not  contain  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  20  per  cent,  but 
contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  20  per  cent,  and  that  the 
article  did  not  contain  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  65  per  cent,  but 
contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  65  per  cent,  and  that 
the  article  contained  inert  ingredients  other  than  calcium  hydrate.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  5  pounds  each  was  al- 
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leged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels 
on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Simplex  Kills  bugs  on  all  plant  life,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  kill  all  bugs  that  attack  or  infest  plant  life ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Simplex  Insecticide  and  Fungicide. 
A  prepared  mixture  for  spraying  all  kinds  of  plant  life  and  fruit  trees,  to  kill 
Insects  and  prevent  blight,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  insects  that 
attack  fruit  trees  or  plant  life  and  would  not  prevent  all  blights  that  affect 
fruit  trees  or  plant  life ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  It  dissolves  quickly  in  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  dissolve 
quickly  in  water;  and  in  this,  that  the  label3  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"  This  material  thus  furnishes  an  ideal  spray  to  control  both  the  leaf-eating 
insects  and  fungi,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  control  all  fungi  that  attack 
or  affect  plants;  and  in  this,  that  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"  Sulphur  20%  Inert  Ingredient,  calcium  hydrate,  65%,"  whereas  the  article 
contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  20  per  cent,  and  the  article 
contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  65  per  cent,  and  the 
article  contained  inert  ingredients  other  than  calcium  hydrate;  and  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  5  pounds  Simplex,"  whereas 
each  of  the  cans  contained  less  than  5  pounds  of  the  article ;  and  in  this,  that 
circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were 
shipped  bore  the  statement,  "The  growers  will  find  Simplex  a  revelation  as  a 
dusting  solution.  It  is  just  as  effective  against  one  form  of  insect  as  another 
without  changing  the  proportion  in  mixing.  Therefore  there  is  nothing  else  to 
buy,  as  Simplex  will  spray  or  dust  everything  raised  on  the  farm  from  house 
plants  to  shade  trees,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all 
kinds  of  insects  that  attack  or  infest  plants  or  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  cir- 
culars or  pamphlets  packed  with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  they  were  shipped 
bore  the  statement,  "  It  is  because  of  the  extreme  fineness  of  these  powders 
which  causes  Simplex  to  be  quicker  in  its  action  against  all  manner  of  insects 
without  harming  the  foliage  than  other  insecticides,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  be  quicker  than  all  other  insecticides  in  its  action  against  all  ktnds  of  in- 
sects that  attack  or  infest  plant  life;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  and  pam- 
phlets packed  with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the 
statement.  "  Simplex  will  prevent  blight  and  Potato  Rot,  and  at  the  same  time, 
in  the  same  operation,  will  also  kill  the  Bugs,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
prevent  potato  blight;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with 
the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  M  Sim- 
plex contains  no  Paris  green  or  Arsenic  in  any  form,"  whereas  the  article  con- 
tained arsenic  in  the  form  of  lead  arsenate;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  or 
pamphlets  packed  with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped 
bore  the  statement,  "  Simplex  is  free  from  deadly  poisons,"  whereas  the  article 
was  not  free  from  deadly  poisons,  but  contained  a  deadly  poison,  to  wit,  lead 
arsenate;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with  the  cans  in 
the  box  in  which  they  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  Simplex  Is  safe  to  use 
as  it  is  not  poisonous  to  people  or  animals,"  whereas  the  article  was  poisonous 
to  man  and  animals;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with 
the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  14  Sim- 
plex Is  just  what  is  wanted  for  Potatoes,  Melons,  Cucumbers,  Strawberries, 
Egg-Plant,  Squash,  Beets,  Asparagus,  Currants,  Tomatoes,  Ginseng,  Rose- 
bushes, House  Plants,  etc.,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  insects  that  attack  or  infest  potatoes,  melons,  cucumbers,  strawberries,  tho 
eggplant,  the  squash,  the  beet,  asparagus,  currants,  tomatoes,  ginseng,  rosa- 
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bushes,  or  house  plants ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with 
the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  Sim- 
plex Prevents  Blight,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  all  blights  affect- 
ing plant  life;  and  in  this,  that  placards  packed  with  the  cans  in  the  box  in 
which  they  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  It  is  cheaper  to  use  than  Paris 
Green  or  anything  else  and  will  kill  insects  on  tomatoes,  squash,  eucumbers, 
melons  and  other  garden  vegetables,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all 
insects  that  attack  or  infest  tomatoes,  the  squash,  cucumbers,  melons,  or  any 
other  garden  vegetable.  Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  pur- 
porting to  contain  5  pounds  each  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide and  fungicide,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and 
the  total  amount  of  arsenic  so  present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed 
as  per  cent  of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cans  con- 
taining the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  2£ 
pounds  each  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser : 
(a)  In  this,  that  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Simplex  Kills  bugs 
on  plant  life,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  bugs  that  attack  or  infest 
plant  life;  and  (5)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
"  Simplex  kills  potato  bugs  and  prevents  blight,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
kill  potato  bugs  and  would  not  prevent  potato  blight;  and  (c)  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  2\  pounds,"  whereas  each  of  the  cans 
contained  less  than  2£  pounds  of  the  article;  and  (d)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on 
the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Directions  for  Using  Dry :  Mix  1  lb.  with  100  lbs. 
land  plaster  or  use  pure  if  desired.  The  quantity  required  depends  upon  the 
size  of  the  vines.  The  more  freely  it  is  used  the  better  the  plant  will  thrive. 
Apply  early  in  the  morning  when  the  dew  is  on  so  it  will  stick  and  not  blow  away. 
Apply  when  the  vines  are  young  and  insects  first  appear.  *  *  *  It  will  be 
found  convenient  for  small  gardens  to  punch  holes  in  bottom  of  can  and  use  as 
a  sifter.  *  *  *  For  dry  dusting  potatoes,  cabbage,  currants,  squash,  melons, 
roses,  cucumbers,"  whereas,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects 
that  attack  or  infest  potatoes,  the  cabbage,  currants,  the  squash,  melons,  roses, 
or  cucumbers,  if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  by  dry  dusting  such  plants 
or  vines  at  the  times  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (e)  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  statements  to  the  effect  that  the  article  would 
be  effective  against  cankerworm  of  the  apple,  codling  moth  on  the  apple,  apple 
scab,  bean  anthracnose,  cabbage  worms,  aphis  on  the  cabbage,  cherry  rot,  cherry 
curculio,  currant  worms,  currant  mildew,  flea-beetle  on  the  grape,  fungous 
diseases  of  the  grape,  peach  and  apricot  curculio,  leaf  curl  of  the  peach,  peach 
mildew,  peach  rot,  potato  beetle,  potato  scab,  potato  blight,  anthracnose  of  the 
raspberry  and  blackberry,  rust  of  the  raspberry  and  blackberry,  rose  mildew, 
black  spot  of  the  rose,  red  spider  on  the  rose,  aphis  on  the  rose,  tomato  rot, 
tomato  blight,  and  tomato  worms,  if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  on  and 
to  the  said  trees,  plants,  or  vegetables  by  spraying  with  a  solution  composed 
of  5  pounds  of  the  article  and  50  gallons  of  water  at  certain  times  directed, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  if  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  at  the  times,  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  each  or 
any  of  the  said  insects,  worms,  fungi,  or  fungus  diseases ;  and  (/)  in  this,  that 
circulars  or  pamphlets,  packed  with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were 
shipped,  bore  the  statement,  "  The  growers  will  find  Simplex  a  revelation.  It 
is  just  as  effective  against  one  form  of  insect  as  another  without  changing  the 
proportion  in  mixing.    Therefore  there  is  nothing  else  to  buy,  as  Simplex  will 
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spray  or  dust  everything  raised  on  the  farm  from  house  plants  to  shade  trees," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  insects  that  attack 
or  infest  plants  or  trees;  and  (g)  in  this,  that  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed 
with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement, 
"  It  is  because  of  the  extreme  fineness  of  these  powders  which  causes  Simplex  to 
be  quicker  in  its  action  against  all  manner  of  insects  without  harming  the  foliage 
than  other  insecticides,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  quicker  than  all 
other  insecticides  in  its  action  against  all  kinds  of  insects  that  attack  or  infest 
plant  life;  and  (h)  in  this,  that  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with  the  cans  in 
the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  Simplex  will 
prevent  Blight  and  Potato  Rot,  and  at  the  same  time,  in  the  same  operation, 
will  also  kill  the  Bugs,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  potato  blight  and 
would  not  kill  potato  bugs;  and  (<)  in  this,  that  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed 
with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement, 
"  Simplex  Is  just  what  is  wanted  for  Potatoes,  Melons,  Cucumbers,  Strawber- 
ries, Egg-Plant,  Squash,  Beets,  Asparagus,  Currants,  Tomatoes,  Ginseng,  Rose- 
bushes, House  Plants,  etc.,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  insects  that  attack  or  infest  potatoes,  melons,  cucumbers,  strawberries,  the 
eggplant,  the  squash,  the  beet,  asparagus,  currants,  tomatoes,  ginseng,  rose- 
bushes, or  house  plants;  and  (;)  in  this,  that  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed 
with  the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement, 
"  Simplex  Prevents  Blight,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  all  blights 
affecting  plant  life;  and  (k)  in  this,  that  circulars  or  pamphlets  packed  with 
the  cans  in  the  box  in  which  tlie  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  Sim- 
plex kills  potato  bugs  and  will  not  harm  the  vines,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  kill  potato  bugs;  and  (0  in  this,  that  placards  packed  with  the  cans  in 
the  box  in  which  the  same  were  shipped  bore  the  statement,  "  It  is  cheaper  to 
use  than  Paris  green  or  anything  else,  and  will  kill  insects  on  tomatoes,  squash, 
cucumbers,  melons,  or  any  other  garden  vegetables,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  kill  all  insects  that  attack  or  infest  tomatoes,  the  squash,  cucumbers,  melons, 
or  any  other  garden  vegetables. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  1 
pound  each  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that 
it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  the 
same  respects  as  above  set  forth  in  the  case  of  the  article  contained  in  the 
cans  purporting  to  contain  24  pounds  each,  except  that,  instead  of  the  state- 
ment "  2\  pounds,"  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  1  pound," 
whereas  each  of  the  cans  contained  less  than  1  pound  of  the  article.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  1  pound 
each  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  entirely  of  an  inert  sub- 
stance, to  wit,  partially  air-slacked  lime,  which  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and 
the  names  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  intended  to  be  sold  for  10 
cents  each  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that 
it  was  lnbelcd  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  the 
same  respects  as  above  set  forth  in  the  cases  of  the  cans  containing  1\  pounds 
each  and  the  cans  containing  1  pound  each,  except  (c)  and  (c).  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  contained  in  the  cans  inteuded  to  be  sold  for  10  cents  each 
was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  entirely  of  an  inert  sub- 
stance, to  wit.  partially  air-slacked  lime,  which  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and 


Insecticide  19.]     SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  365 

the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cans. 

On  January  31,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

Cael  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

f»25.  Adulteration,  and  misbranding1  of  "  Cresco  Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  Tiie 
Warren  Refining  &  Cneinical  Co.  (Brooklyn  Chemical  Co.).  Plea  of 
nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $25  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  457.  Dom.  No. 
9427.) 

On  January  13,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
Warren  Refining  &  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  doing  business 
under  the  name  of  the  Brooklyn  Chemical  Co.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  or  about  August  10,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State 
of  Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  20  cans,  labeled  "  Cresco 
Disinfectant,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  sold  under  the  professed  standard, 
to  wit,  that  the  phenol  coefficient  of  the  said  article  was  from  seven  to  eight ; 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  bactericidal  efficacy  of  the  said  article  was  not  less  than 
seven  times  greater  than  the  bactericidal  efficacy  of  pure  phenol,  whereas  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  phenol  coefficient  of  the 
said  article  was  less  than  seven;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  bactericidal  efficacy 
of  the  said  article  was  less  than  seven  times  greater  than  the  bactericidal  efficacy 
of  pure  phenol. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Cresco  Disinfectant  has  a  guaranteed 
phenol  coefficient  of  7  to  8,"  whereas  the  phenol  coefficient  of  the  article  was 
not  from  seven  to  eight,  but  was  less  than  seven ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  bac- 
tericidal efficacy  of  the  article  was  less  than  seven  times  greater  than  the 
bactericidal  efficacy  of  pure  phenol;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans 
bore  the  statement,  "  For  Out  Door  Closets  and  Garbage  Receptacles :  Sprinkle 
thoroughly  with  one  part  of  Cresco  Disinfectant  to  350  parts  water.  This 
solution  will  destroy  foul  odors  and  germs  in  cesspools,  vaults,  etc.,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  destroy  all  foul  odors  and  all  germs  in  outdoor  closets, 
garbage  receptacles,  cesspools,  and  vaults  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
cans  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Housecleaning :  One  part  of  Cresco  Disinfectant 
to  350  parts  of  water.  Wash  floors  with  this  solution  regularly  to  kill  germ 
and  vermin.,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  germs  and  all  vermin  in 
and  about  households  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  To  Keep  the  Air  Pure  in  public  halls,  hospitals,  schoolrooms,  railway 
stations,  morgues,  factories,  hotels,  etc.,  sprinkle  freely  or  spray  with  one 
quart  Cresco  Disinfectant  to  350  parts  water.,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
keep  the  air  pure  in  public  halls,  hospitals,  schoolrooms,  railway  stations, 
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morgues,  factories,  and  hotels  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore 

the  statement,  "  To  Disinfect  Ships  &  Cars ;  ferryboats,  emigrant  vessels,  stock- 
cars  and  yards,  sprinkle  and  wash  floors,  bunks,  and  walls  thoroughly  with 
one  part  Cresco  Disinfectant  to  350  parts  water.,"  whereas,  the  article  would 
not  disinfect  ships,  cars,  ferryboats,  emigrant  vessels,  stock  cars,  and  yards 
if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  J 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "For  Flushing: 
Sewers,  stables,  cellars,  etc.,  and  for  sprinkling  streets  during  epidemics  of 
contagious  diseases,  use  one  part  Cresco  Disinfectant  to  350  parts  water," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  in  preventing  the  spread  of  con- 
tagious diseases  during  epidemics  thereof  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  portion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
cans  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Disinfect  Water  Closets :  Flush  the  hopper  each 
day  with  one  part  Cresco  Disinfectant  to  350  parts  water,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  disinfect  water-closets  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed. 

On  January  31,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C.  January  28,  1918. 

326.  Misbranding  of  "  Ozonec."    T\  §.  v.  Richard  H.  Ryder  and  Bowen  P. 

Ryder  (Bronson  Chemical  Co.).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine, 
$20.     (I.  &  F.  No.  446.    Dom.  No.  9374.) 

On  January  24,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Rhode 
Island,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Richard  H.  Ryder  and  Bowen  P.  Ryder,  trading  as  the  Bronson  Chemical  Co., 
Providence,  R.  L,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  or  about  August 
3,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  labeled  "  Ozonec,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  24  bottles, 
each  inclosed  in  a  carton. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  waa 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  state- 
ments regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser: 
In  this,  that  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Ozonec  A  charming  disinfectant. 

*  *  *  An  antiseptic  conservant  remedy.  Disinfectant,  deodorizer,  germicide 
and  insecticide.  Effectual,  safe  and  agreeable,"  and  that  the  labels  on  the 
bottles  bore  the  statement.  "  Ozonec  is  a  powerful  antiseptic,  disinfectant, 
ct€  'dorizer  and  germicide.  *  *  *  It  is  *  *  *  one  of  the  most  perfect 
Health  Preservers  ever  introduced  into  the  family.  *  *  *  It  can  be  used 
by  evaporation  from  a  cloth  or  sponge.    *    *    *    Ozonec  by  its  powerful  disiu- 

-  ting  and  deodorizing  properties  destroys  all  noxious  odors  from  whatever 
tree,  keeps  the  air  of  hallways  and  rooms  pure  and  sweet.    *    *    *    A  most 
el  (  live  disinfectant,  deodorizer  and  germicide.    It  destroys  disease  germs,  and 
purifies  the  atmosphere.    *    *    *    Spraying  the  parts  in  cases  of  diphtheria. 

*  *  *  or  catarrhal  troubles,  will  give  great  relief  and  frequently  cure  in  a 
short  time,"  whereas,  the  article  was  not  a  charming,  effectual,  or  powerful 
disinfectant,  and  was  not  a  powerful  antiseptic,  deodorizer,  and  germicide, 
and  was  not  effective  as  a  health  preserver,  and  did  not  possess  powerful  disin- 
fecting and  deodorizing  properties,  and  could  not  be  effectively  used  by  evapo- 
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ration  from  a  cloth  or  sponge,  and  was  not  effective  for  destroying  all  noxious 
odors,  for  keeping  the  air  of  hallways  and  rooms  pure  and  sweet,  for  destroy- 
ing all  disease  germs  and  for  purifying  the  air,  and  was  not  effective  for  curing 
diphtheria  and  catarrhal  troubles  by  spraying  the  parts ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  In  packing  away  woolen  goods  or 
furs,  spray  well  wih  Ozonec ;  put  a  few  whole  cloves  in  package  and  no  moths 
will  trouble  the  fabric.  *  *  *  It  is  fragrant  and  nonpoisonous,  is  of  great 
value  in  protecting  furs  and  woolens  from  moths,  and  carpets  from  the  buffalo 
bug,"  whereas  the  article  when  used  as  directed,  was  not  effective  for  protect- 
ing woolen  goods  or  furs  against  attacks  of  clothes  moths  and  was  not  effective 
for  protecting  carpets  against  the  attacks  of  buffalo  bugs ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Sprayed  freely  about  a  room  will 
drive  away  mosquitoes,"  whereas,  the  article,  when  sprayed  about  a  room,  was 
not  effective  in  driving  away  mosquitoes.  Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  and 
fungicide  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances, 
water  and  sodium  sulphate,  which  inert  substances  and  ingredients  did  not  and 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  wrappers  inclosing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu 
of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients. 

On  January  29,  1917,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Cael  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

827.  Misbranding  of  "  Bishopric  Fly  and  Germ  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  Bishopric 
Products  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $100  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  450. 
Dom.  No.  9782.) 

On  January  24,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
Bishopric  Products  Co.,  a  corporation,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  April  20,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the 
State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  six  dozen  cans, 
labeled  "  Bishopric's  Fly  and  Germ  Killer,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  state- 
ments regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser : 
In  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans,  "  Fly  and  Germ 
Killer  being  a  non-poisonous  preparation  may  be  used  as  necessary.  *  *  * 
Fly  and  Germ  Killer  being  non-poisonous  has  advantages  which  every  person 
connected  with  barns,  stables,  etc.,  will  appreciate.  Fly  and  Germ  Killer  stands 
out  alone  and  above  the  usual  poisonous  and  dangerous  preparations  so  often 
advertised  for  accomplishing  that,  for  which,  Fly  and  Germ  Killer  has  become 
noted,"  represented  that  the  article  was  non-poisonous,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article  was  poisonous;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  cans,  "  For  poultry  lice,  remove  all  dust  from  the  nest  and  spray 
with  Fly  and  Germ  Killer.  Also  apply  Fly  and  Germ  Killer  to  perches  and 
other  places  where  chickens  roost,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied  as 
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directed,  would  be  effective  against  poultry  lice,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  article  when  applied  as  directed  was  not  effective  against  poultry  lice. 

On  January  31,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

Carl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

S28.  Misbranding  of  "  Darby's  Prophylactic  Flnid."  U.  S.  v.  C.  F.  Simmons 
Medicine  Co.  (J.  H.  Zeilin  &  Co.).  Plea  of  gnilty.  Fine,  $20  and 
costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  421.    Dom.  No.  8832.) 

On  January  15,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  C.  F.  Simmons  Medicine  Co.,  a  corporation,  trading  under  the  name  of 
J.  H.  Zeilin  &  Co.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
or  about  June  17,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Washington, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article  labeled  "  Darby's  Prophylactic  Fluid,"  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  twenty-four  bottles,  each  enclosed  in  a  carton;  and  inclosed  with 
each  of  the  bottles  of  the  article,  in  the  carton,  was  a  pamphlet  or  circular. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  as  follows:  (1)  In  this,  that  the  labels  on 
the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  neutralizing  bad  odors,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  neutralize  all  bad  odors;  and  (2)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on 
the  bottle  bore  the  statement,  "  Destroys  Animal  and  Vegetable  Poisons," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  animal  poisons  or  all  vegetable 
poisons ;  and  (3)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Use 
in  Every  Sick-room.  For  Malarial  and  Typhoid  Fever. — Expose  the  Fluid  freely 
in  the  room  in  open,  shallow,  earthen  vessels.  To  the  water  used  in  sponging 
or  bathing  add  the  Fluid  (about  a  tablespoonful  to  a  quart).  Give  internally 
from  five  to  ten  drops  of  the  Fluid  in  a  wineglass  of  water,"  whereas  the  article 
Mould  not  be  effective  against  malarial  fever  or  against  typhoid  fever  if  used  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (4) 
in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Use  in  Every  Sick-room, 
*  *  *  For  Yellow  Fever.— Sponge  the  patient  with  the  Fluid  diluted  in 
water  and  give  internally.  The  atmosphere  should  be  kept  purified  and 
vitalized  by  the  use  of  the  Fluid  according  to  directions  4  To  Disinfect,' " 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  yellow  fever  if  used  and 
administered  to  affected  persons  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  and 
rooms  infected  with  yellow  fever  would  not  be  disinfected,  and  the  atmosphere 
in  such  rooms  would  not  be  purified  or  vitalized,  anr1  the  microbes  of  the  said 
disease  would  not  be  destroyed,  and  the  spread  of  the  said  disease  would  not  be 
prevented,  if  the  article  were  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and 
(5)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "Use  in  Every 
Sick-room.  *  *  *  To  Disinfect. — Expose  the  Fluid  in  saucers  or  any  open 
earthenware  vessel.  As  it  evaporates  it  destroys  the  microbes  of  the  disease 
which  float  about  in  the  air  and  the  spread  of  disease  is  thus  prevented.  A 
few  drops  poured  into  a  foul  vessel  or  on  any  putrescent  thing  will  destroy 
offensive  smells,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  disinfect  rooms  infected  with 
all  infectious  or  contagious  diseases,  would  not  destroy  the  microbes  of  all 
such  diseases,  and  would  not  prevent  the  spread  of  all  such  diseases,  if  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  and  the  article  would  not  destroy  all 
offensive  odors  arising  or  emanating  from  foul  or  putrescent  things  if  used 
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in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (6)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  To  Prevent  Contagion. — Frequently  moisten  the 
hands  with  the  Fluid.  Use  it  in  water  for  bathing,  etc.,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  prevent  all  contagion  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed; 
and  (7)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "For 
Measles.  The  same  treatment  as  in  Material  and  Typhoid  Fevevrs,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  effective  against  measles  if  applied  and  administered  to 
persons  affected  therewith  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed;  and  (8)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "  For  Diarrhoea,  Dysentery,  or  Affections  of  the  Bowels  where  the 
Discharges  are  Offensive. — Take  internally  from  time  to  time  five  to  ten  drops 
of  the  Fluid  to  a  wineglass  of  water,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effec- 
tive against  diarrhea,  dysentery,  or  all  affections  of  the  bowels  accompanied 
by  offensive  discharges  if  administered  to  persons  affected  therewith  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (9)  in 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Bites  of  Insects, 
Poisons  of  Ivy  Oak,  Boils,  Carbuncles,  Tetter,  Scald  Head,  Rheumatism. — 
Apply  the  Fluid  freely  on  the  spot,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  rheumatism  if  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (10)  in 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Burns,  Scalds, 
Wounds,  Bruises,  Sprains,  or  Rheumatism. — Apply  a  cloth  wet  with  the  Fluid 
and  keep  it  moistened  until  relieved,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  rheumatism  if  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (11)  in 
this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Hemorrhages.— 
Apply  the  Fluid  freely  to  the  spot,  if  external.  If  internal,  take  ten  drops 
in  a  wineglass  of  water,  and  repeat  every  half  hour  or  hour,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  effective  against  external  hemorrhages  or  against  internal 
hemorrhages  if  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed;  and  (12)  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "  For  Animals. —  *  *  *  Use  it  in  their  drinking  water  for 
Distemper,  Worms,  Scours  and  Diarrhoea,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  je 
effective  against  distemper  in  animals  in  all  cases,  and  the  article  would  not 
be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  worms  which  affect  animals,  if  used  and  admin- 
istered in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (13)  in  this,  that  the  cartons 
inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  use  in  the  Sick  Room  to  keep 
down  infection  and  prevent  contagion  to  outside  persons.  As  a  preventive 
when  epidemic  diseases  are  prevalent  and  for  neutralizing  animal  or  vegetable 
poisons  and  offensive  odors  about  the  home,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
keep  down  infection  and  would  not  prevent  contagion  of  all  infectious  or 
contagious  diseases  to  uninfected  persons,  would  not  prevent  the  spread  of  all 
infectious  or  contagious  diseases  during  epidemics  thereof,  and  would  not 
neutralize  all  animal  or  vegetable  poisons  or  offensive  odors  about  houses ; 
and  (14)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement, 
"As  an  External  Treatment  it  is  recommended  for  Flesh  Wounds,  Ulcers,  Run- 
ning Sores,  Burns,  Cuts,  Rash,  Chafed  Skin,  Prickly  Heat,  Skin  Blotches, 
Eruptions,  Catarrh,  Blind  or  Bleeding  Piles,  Bites  or  Stings  of  Insects,  Oak  and 
Ivy  Poison,  Chilblains,  Sore  Nipples,  Sore  Mouth  and  Canker,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  effective  against  skin  blotches  in  all  cases  thereof,  and 
would  not  be  effective  against  eruptions  in  all  cases  thereof;  and  (15)  in 
this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Neutraliz- 
ing Bad  Odors.  It  neutralizes  odors  or  musty  smells  in  closets  or  damp 
corners  about  the  house.  Also  foul  air  arising  from  sinks  and  drains,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  neutralize  all  offensive  or  disagreeable  odors  or  all  musty 
smells  in  and  about  houses,  or  all  foul  air  arising  from  sinks  and  drains ;  and 
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(16)  in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Val  li- 
able in  the  Sick  Room.  To  destroy  impurities  in  the  air;  to  prevent  conta- 
gion, allay  fever  and  refresh  the  patient,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
destroy  all  impurities  in  the  air  of  sick  rooms,  would  not  prevent  contagion 
of  all  infectious  or  contagious  diseases,  and  would  not  allay  all  fevers;  and  (17) 
in  this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottlea  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Animals. 
Darby's  Fluid  is  an  excellent  application  for  animal  flesh.  Especially  appro- 
priate for  Wounds,  Galls,  Cuts,  Scratches,  Mange,  Sores,  Ringbone,  Grease 
Heel,  Festering  Sores,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  aM 
varieties  of  mange  which  affect  animals  and  in  all  cases  thereof;  and  (18)  in 
this,  that  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  M  For  Animals. 
*  *  *  Used  Internally  For  Distemper,  Scours,  Worms,  Colic  and  Coughs," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  distemper  in  animals  in 
all  cases  thereof,  or  against  all  kinds  of  worms  in  animals,  if  administered 
internally  to  animals  affected  therewith;  and  (19)  in  this,  that  the  cartons 
inclosing  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "As  a  Preventive  Put  into  the  Drink- 
ing water  when  Hog  Cholera  or  similar  epidemics  are  prevalent  it  is  a 
valuable  preventive.  A  little  in  the  drinking  water  every  day  will  tend  to 
ward  off  disease,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  hog  cholera  if  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (20)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or 
circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "A  valu- 
able preparation.  One  that  combines  the  beneficial  properties  of  a  pain  relief 
for  internal  use ;  a  healing  liniment  for  external  application ;  a  penetrating 
oil  for  rubbing  into  the  joints  to  relieve  aching  pains,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  relieve  all  internal  pain,  does  not  possess  all  of  the  properties  of 
a  penetrating  oil  for  external  application  as  a  liniment,  and  would  not 
relieve  all  aching  pains  in  the  joints;  and  (21)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or 
circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  It  can 
be  used  *  *  *  to  purify  the  air  in  dark  closets,  etc.  *  *  *  Let  it 
evaporate  in  an  open  dish  where  there  are  bad  odors  in  the  house,  or  in  the 
sick  room  in  cases  of  contagious  diseases,"  whereas  the  article  would  not 
purify  the  air  in  dark  closets  and  would  not  destroy  all  bad  odors  in  houses, 
and  would  not  destroy  infection  in  sick  rooms  in  cases  of  contagious  diseases 
if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (22)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets 
or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  For 
Internal  Use.  For  Diarrhoea,  Cramps,  Colic,  Sick  Stomach.  Take  ten  drops 
in  a  wineglass  of  water.  Repeat  every  half  hour  until  relieved,"  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  effective  against  diarrhea  affecting  man  if  used  and 
administered  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed;  and  (23)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the 
cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Yellow  Fever.  Sponge  the  patient 
with  the  Fluid  diluted  with  five  parts  water,  and  give  the  same  dilution 
internally  every  two  or  three  hours  in  tablespoonful  doses,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  be  effective  against  yellow  fever  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (24)  in  this, 
that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore 
the  statement,  "Malaria  and  Typhoid  Fever.  Sponge  the  patient  with  the 
Fluid  reduced  by  adding  one  tablespoonful  of  Fluid  to  a  quart  of  water," 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  malaria  or  against  typhoid 
fever  if  used  and  applied  on  and  to  persons  affected  therewith  In  the  strength 
and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (25)  in  this,  that 
the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "  Measles. — The  same  treatment  as  for  Malaria,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  be  effective  against  measles  if  uced  and  applied  on  and  to  person* 
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affected  therewith  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed;  and  (26)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in 
the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Rheumatism  and  Neuralgia. 
Apply  the  Fluid  pure  where  the  pain  is,  rub  it  in  gently.  Apply  also  on  a 
bandage  to  the  same  spot,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against 
rheumatism  or  neuralgia  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (27) 
in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles 
bore  the  statement,  "  For  Animals.  *  *  *  put  a  tablespoonful  in  a  bucket 
of  water  and  give  to  drink  for  Distemper,  Worms,  Bots  or  Scours,"  whereas 
the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  distemper  in  all  cases  thereof,  and 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  worms  which  affect  animals,  if  administered 
to  animals  affected  therewith  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed;  and  (28)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed 
in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  In  the  Sick  Room  and  to 
Destroy  Bad  Odors.  Contagious  Diseases.  Pour  the  Fluid  into  an  open 
shallow  vessel  and  let  it  evaporate  in  the  room.  It  will  destroy  germs  and 
purify  the  air,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  bad  odors,  would 
not  destroy  the  germs  of  all  contagious  diseases,  and  would  not  purify  the 
air  in  sick  rooms,  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (29)  in 
this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles 
bore  the  statement,  "  To  Prevent  Contagion.  Those  who  are  required  to  handle 
a  person  sick  with  a  contagious  disease  should  frequently  moisten  the  hands 
with  the  Fluid.  Put  a  little  in  the  water  when  washing,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  prevent  the  contagion  of  contagious  diseases  if  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed;  and  (30)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars 
inclosed  in  the  cartons  /with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "To  Destroy 
Odors  around  Sinks,  Closets,  Clothing,  Wardrobes  and  in  dark,  damp  places 
about  the  house.  Use  the  Fluid  freely,  pour  it  in  shallow  saucers  and  let 
it  evaporate.  Pour  a  little  down  sinks  that  smell  bad.  Drop  a  small  quantity 
into  vessels  that  have  been  used  to  hold  foul  matter,"  whereas  the  article  would 
not  destroy  all  offensive  or  disagreeable  odors  around  sinks,  closets,  clothing, 
wardrobes,  and  in  dark,  damp  places  about  houses,  and  would  not  destroy 
all  offensive  or  disagreeable  odors  emanating  from  sinks  or  from  vessels  which 
have  been  used  to  hold  foul  matter,  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed ; 
and  (31)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with 
the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Internally  for  certain  varieties  of  functional 
disorders  and  as  an  antiseptic  and  preventive  of  disease,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  prevent  all  diseases  affecting  man  if  administered  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed;  and  (32)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed 
in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Typhoid  Fever  Epidemic. 
'  We  had  an  epidemic  of  Typhoid  Fever  in  our  town  some  time  ago.  Only 
one  family  in  town  escaped  the  disease  and  that  one  was  my  own,  a  family  of 
eight.  I  owe  my  escape  purely  to  Darby's  Prophylactic  Fluid.  We  kept  it 
in  open  saucers  all  the  time  in  every  room  in  the  house,' "  whereas  the  article 
would  not  prevent  or  protect  families  against  the  infection  of  typhoid  fever 
in  epidemics  thereof  if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  (33)  in 
tins,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles 
bore  the  statement,  "A  Preventive  in  Yellow  Fevers  and  Malaria.  *  I  will  briefly 
state  that  we  used  Darby's  Fluid  for  the  prevention  of  Yellow  Fever  during 
the  epidemic  of  '88  with  marked  success.  Also  when  suffering  with  Malarial 
Fever  we  used  it  internally  to  kill  the  germ,' "  whereas  the  article  would  not 
prevent  the  infection  of  yellow  fever  or  the  infection  of  malaria  during  epi- 
demics of  the  said  diseases,  and  would  not  kill  the  germ  of  malarial  fever  if 
administered  internally;  and  (34)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circular* 
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inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Saved  His  hogs 
from  Cholera.  '  Hundreds  of  hogs  were  dying  of  hog  cholera  in  my  neighbor- 
hood, but  I  saved  all  mine  by  putting  Darby  Fluid  in  the  drinking  water  and 
not  allowing  them  to  have  any  water  without  Darby's  Fluid  in  it,' "  whereas 
the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  hog  cholera  during  epidemics  thereof 
if  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed ;  and  (35)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets 
or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Its 
greatest  value  lies  in  its  antiseptic  properties  for  the  sick  room,  for  purify- 
ing the  air,  preventing  contagion,  disinfection  vessels  of  vegetable  or  animal 
poisons,  neutralizing  odors  about  sinks  and  drains  and  musty  smells  in  damp 
corners  or  closets  about  the  house,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  purify  the 
air  in  sick  rooms,  would  not  prevent  contagion  from  infected  sick  rooms, 
would  not  disinfect  vessels  of  all  vegetable  or  animal  poisons,  would  not 
neutralize  all  offensive  or  disagreeable  odors  about  sinks  or  drains,  and  would 
not  neutralize  all  musty  smells  in  damp  corners  or  closets  about  hoases; 
and  (36)  in  this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons 
with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "  Many  people  have  testified  to  its  value 
for  farmers  and  stockmen.  How  it  relieves  the  internal  and  external  ail- 
ments of  animals.  Its  effectiveness  in  Wind  Colic,  Worms,  Bots  and  intestinal 
disorders.  *  *  *  Not  least  among  its  many  benefits  is  its  extraordinary 
properties  for  preventing  infection  in  epidemic  diseases,"  whereas  the  article 
would  not  relieve  all  internal  and  external  ailments  of  domestic  animals, 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  worms  that  affect  domestic  animals, 
would  not  be  effective  against  bots,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  intestinal 
disorders  of  domestic  animals,  and  would  not  prevent  the  infection  of  all 
infectious  diseases  of  domestic  animals  during  epidemics  thereof;  and  (37)  in 
this,  that  the  pamphlets  or  circulars  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles 
bore  the  statement,  "  It  has  saved  Stock  Raisers  heavy  losses  by  keeping 
their  animals  free  from  Hog  Cholera,  Texas  Fever,  Epizootic  and  Distemper 
when  these  diseases  are  prevalent,"  whereas  the  article  would  not  keep 
domestic  animals  free  from  hog  cholera,  Texas  fever,  epizootic,  or  distemper 
during  epidemics  of  any  of  the  said  diseases. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  did  not 
state  the  rame  and  the  percentage  amount  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water, 
contained  in  the  said  insecticide  and  fungicide,  which  said  inert  substance 
and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects 
or  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient,  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  ingredients  of  the 
said  insecticide  and  fungicide  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  said  insecticide 
and  fungicide. 

On  January  23,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

329.  Misbranding  of  "  Car-Snl  Disinf ectnnt."    tT.  S.  v.  Robert  W.  Prescott 
(Moore  Chemical  Co.).     Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $15  and  costs.     (I.  &  F. 

•No.  435.    Dom.  No.  9811.) 

On  January  23,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Robert  W.  Prescott,  trading  and  doing  business  as  the  Moore  Chemical  Co., 
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Kansas  City,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  May  21,  1915, 
from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article,  to  wit,  12  gallons,  labeled  "  Car-Sul  Disinfectant,  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  state- 
ments which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Car-Sul  Disinfectant  *  *  *  Kills 
Lice  and  Ticks,  Mange  and  Scab  *  *  *  on  Cattle,  Hogs,  Sheep,  Horses, 
Poultry,  and  All  Animals.  *  *  *  Live  Stock.  *  *  *  To  Cure  Mange  or 
Itch  on  Any  Animal — Add  one  part  Car-Sul  to  forty  parts  soft  water,  and 
apply  thoroughly  twice,  ten  days  apart.  In  extreme  cases  of  mange  use  one 
part  Car-Sul  to  twenty-five  of  water,  applying  as  above,"  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which 
affect  domestic  animals,  if  used  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed;  and  in  this  that  the  labels  on  the 
cans  bore  the  statements,  "  Car-Sul  Disinfectant  *  *  *  Kills  Lice  and 
Ticks,  Mange,  and  Scab,  *  *  *  on  Cattle,  Hogs,  Sheep,  Horses,  Poultry, 
and  All  Animals.  *  *  *  Dogs.  Mange — Wash  each  animal  (using  a  stiff 
brush)  in  a  solution  of  Car-Sul  1  part  to  50  parts  warm  water;  use  stronger 
(1  to  25)  in  severe  cases.  Repeat  the  washing  three  times,  ten  days  apart.  It 
may  be  used  oftener  if  necessary,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  dogs,  if  used 
and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statements,  "  For 
Insects  on  Trees  and  Vihes — Add  one  part  Car-Sur  to  250  parts  cold  water 
and  spray  or  sprinkle.  Once  or  twice  will  be  sufficient,"  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects  that  infest  trees 
or  vines,  if  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  none  of  the  labels  of  the  cans  containing 
the  article  stated  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance,  to 
wit,  water,  contained  in  the  article,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient 
does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  February  19,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

330.  Misbranding  of  "  Pnrox."    U.  S.  v.  International  Chemical  Co.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.    (I.  &  F.  No.  393.    Dom.  No.  9388.) 

On  September  27,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
Of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
International  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant,  on  October  7,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State 
of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  labeled  "  Purox,"  contained  in 
24  glass  containers,  each  inclosed  in  a  metallic  receptacle  or  holder,  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  thai 
it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead :  In  this,  that  the 
glass  containers  of  the  article,  and  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  a  box  or 
case  in  which  said  glass  containers  of  the  article  were  shipped,  bore  statements 
to  the  effect  that  the  article  would  destroy  all  disagreeable  odors  and  all  germs 
of  disease  in  sick  rooms,  sleeping  rooms,  libraries,  sitting  rooms,  kitchens,  bath- 
rooms, workshops,  theaters,  and  other  indoor  places,  and  would  prevent  epi- 
demics of  diseases ;  would  be  of  service  in  sleeping  rooms  in  curing  colds  and 
bronchial  troubles;  would  prevent  all  germs  of  disease  in  schoolhouses  and 
schoolrooms;  would  destroy  the  odors  of  cooking  vegetables  in  kitchens;  would 
destroy  the  odor  of  tobacco  smoke  in  rooms  used  for  smoking ;  and  would 
purify  the  air  in  churches  and  theaters,  and  prevent  the  spread  of  disease ; 
if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  in  such  rooms  or  places  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  follows:  By  removing  the  covering  from  the  top  of  the  glass  con- 
tainer, pouring  a  small  quantity  of  water  over  the  article  in  the  glass  con- 
tainer, hanging  the  metallic  receptacle  or  holder  inclosing  the  glass  container 
on  the  wall,  and  replenishing  the  water  as  it  evaporates,  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  disagreeable  odors  and  all  germs 
of  disease  in  sick  rooms,  sleeping  rooms,  libraries,  sitting  rooms,  kitchens,  bath- 
rooms, workshops,  theaters,  and  other  indoor  places,  and  would  not  prevent 
epidemics  of  diseases;  would  not  destroy  the  odors  of  cooking  vegetables  in 
kitchens ;  would  not  destroy  the  odor  of  tobacco  smoke  in  rooms  used  for  smok- 
ing; and  would  not  purify  the  air  in  churches  and  theaters  or  prevent  the 
spread  of  disease  if  the  article  were  used  and  applied  in  such  rooms  or  places 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  the  labels  on  the  said  glass  containers 
of  the  article  did  not  state  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  in- 
gredient, to  wit,  water,  contained  in  the  article,  which  said  ingredient  did  not 
and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  nanw 
and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  February  2,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Cart,  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agri-cvlture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  99,  10 18. 

881.  Misbranding  of  "  Wnlker's  nim-kettes  B."     U.  S.       J.  T.  Barton  (.1.  T. 

Burton  A  Co.).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine.  $25.     (I.  k  F.  No.  402.     Dom.  No. 

9709.) 

On  September  27,  191G,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
I.  T.  Burton,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  J.  T.  Burton  &  Co.,  Chicago, 
111.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendnnt,  on  February  15,  1915,  from  the  State 
Illinois  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in 
cartons,  labeled  "Walker's  Blockettes  B."  which  was  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Mftabtaadblg  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1) 
Mie  packages  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser : 
In  this,  that  the  cartons  bore  the  statements,  "Walker's  Patent  'Blockettes' 
B  (In  Protective  Wire  Cages  for  Securely  Fastening  to  Wall.  &c).  It  purifies, 
sweetens  and  produces  a  delightfully  fragrant  sanitized  atmosphere,  which  is 
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distinctly  beneficial.  Can  be  securely  fixed  in  any  convenient  position  and 
lasts  many  months — without  attention.  A  Safeguard  Against  Infectious  Dis- 
ease," whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  purify  the  atmos- 
phere and  would  not  be  a  safeguard  against  infectious  diseases ;  and  in  this, 
that  wrappers  on  the  article,  inclosed  in  each  of  the  cartons,  bore  the  state- 
ments, "  Walker's  Blockettes '  (Patent  Carbolocene  Disinfecting  Perforated 
Blocks.)  1. — They  insure  Healthy  Homes  and  a  pure,  pleasant  and  beneficial 
atmosphere.  2. — They  purify  and  sanitize  the  air  and  are  a  safeguard  against 
infectious  disease.  *  *  *  B  fragrant  Blockettes.  (In  protective  cages.) 
*  *  *  Specially  adapted  for  use  by  Corporations,  Railway  and  Steamship 
Companies,  Public  Institutions,  Hospitals,  Workhouses,  Day  Schools,  Bride- 
wells, Theatres,  Hotels,  Public  Conveyances,  &c,  &c,  &c,"  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  insure  health,  would  not  purify  the  atmos- 
phere, and  would  not  be  a  safeguard  against  infectious  diseases  in  dwellings 
and  in  such  places  as  railway  cars  and  stations,  steamships,  public  institutions, 
hospitals,  jails,  theaters,  hotels,  and  public  conveyances.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  the  label  did  not  state  the 
names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  substances  and  ingredients  of 
which  the  article  consisted  completely,  to  wit,  naphthalene  and  red  dye  and  a 
small  amount  of  oil  of  cinnamon,  which  said  inert  ingredients  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi. 

On  February  2,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

832.  Misbranding;  of  "  Walker's  Blockettes  C."    U.  S.  v.  J.  T.  Burton  (J.  T. 

Burton  &  Co.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Pine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  429.  Dom.  No. 
9710.) 

On  November  6,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
J.  T.  Burton,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  J.  T.  Burton  &  Co.,  Chicago,  HI., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February  15,  1915,  from  the  State  of 
Illinois  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  432 
cartons,  labeled  "  Walker's  Blockettes  C,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  (1)  that 
the  packages  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser : 
In  this,  that  the  cartons  bore  the  statements,  "  Walker's  Patent  Blockettes 
(Registered)  C  Disinfect  the  Drains.  Prevent  Disease.  Safeguard  the  Home." 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  disinfect  drains,  would  not 
prevent  diseases,  and  would  not  safeguard  dwellings  against  infectious  diseases ; 
and  in  this,  that  wrappers  on  the  article,  Inclosed  in  each  of  the  cartons,  bore 
lie  statements,  "  Walker's  '  Blockettes  '  (Patent  '  Carbolacene,'  Disinfecting  Per- 
forated Blocks.)  1. — They  insure  Healthy  Homes  and  a  pure,  pleasant  and 
'  neficial  atmosphere.  2. — They  purify  and  sanitize  the  air  and  are  a  safe- 
guard  against  infectious  disease,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
M  ould  not  insure  healthy  conditions  and  pure  atmosphere  in  dwellings,  and 
would  not  purify  and  render  sanitary  the  air  in  dwellings,  and  would  not  safe- 
guard dwellings  against  infectious  diseases;  and  in  this,  that  wrappers  on 
the  article  inclosed  in  each  of  the  cartons  bore  the  statements,  "  C.  W.  C.  Block- 
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ettes.  (For  W.  C.  Cisterns.)  Suspend  in  Cistern  by  hooking  Block  over  the 
side.  (See  that  it  is  clear  of  the  ball.)  The  Blockette  slowly  dissolves,  and 
gives  off  an  amount  of  active  pinous  disinfectant  which,  on  each  flush  passes 
into  the  basin,  and  thence  to  the  drain.  Prevents  bad  smells  and  the  many  dis- 
eases arising  therefrom,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not 
give  off  or  produce  an  amount  of  active  disinfectant,  would  not  disinfect  toilet 
basins  or  the  drains  leading  therefrom,  and  would  not  prevent  offensive  odors 
or  infectious  diseases  arising  from  such  toilet  basins  or  drains,  if  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  the  label  did  not  state  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  substances  and  ingredients  contained 
tlurein,  to  wit,  water  and  naphthalene,  which  said  inert  ingredients  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  inert  substances  and  ingredients  present  in  the  said  article. 

On  February  2, 1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Yeooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  25,  1018. 

'.V.V.I.  Misbranding  of  "  Worrell's  Eacolium."     U.  S.  v.  Worrell  Mannfaetnr- 
ingr  Co.    Plea  of  grnilty.    Fine,  $20  and  eosts.     (I.  &  F.  No.  45S.  Dom. 

No.  9889.) 

On  February  27,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  and  on 
March  G,  1917,  an  amended  information,  against  the  Worrell  Manufacturing  Co., 
a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
or  about  May  21,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Utah,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  cans,  labeled  "  Worrell's  Eucolium,"  which 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  and  (1)  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  aud  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  bore 
statements  which  represented  that  said  fungicide  possessed  the  property  of  de- 
stroying bacteria  and  thereby  removing  the  cause  of  offensive  odors,  and  would 
be  effective,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  for  disinfecting 
urinals  and  waterclosets  in  railway  coaches,  steamships,  hotels,  clubs,  and  ollice 
buildings,  and  that  the  article  would  be  effective,  when  used  as  directed,  for 
destroying  the  cause  of  odors  emanating  from  such  urinals  and  water-closets; 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did  not  possess  the  property  of  de- 
stroying bacteria  and  thereby  removing  the  cause  of  offensive  odors,  and  the 
said  article  would  not  be  effective,  when  used  as  directed,  for  disinfecting 
urinals  and  water-closets  in  railway  coaches,  steamships,  hotels,  clubs,  or  office 
buildings,  and  the  article  would  not  be  effective,  when  used  as  directed,  for  de- 
stroying the  cause  of  odors  emanating  from  such  urinals  or  water-closets. 

On  March  17,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

Carl  Yiiooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1V18. 
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S34.  Misbranding  of  "  Florozone."  U.  S.  v.  Bellevue  Manufacturing  Co. 
Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $10.    (I.  &  F.  No.  453.    Dom.  No.  10994.) 

On  January  19,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Bellevue  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  said  defendant,  on  September  13,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  York 
into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  24  bottles, 
each  inclosed  in  a  carton,  labeled  "  Florozone,"  which  was  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit, 
water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly stated  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  containing  the  fungicide,  or  on  the  car- 
tons inclosing  the  bottles,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  fungicide  having  fungicidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  fungicide, 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  labels  of  the  bottle  and  on  the  cartons. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and 
(1)  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  and  on  the  cartons  bore  statements 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  statements, 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  and  on  the  cartons,  represented  that 
the  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of  the  said  fungicide  was  seventy-one  one-hundredths, 
and  that  the  practical  bactericidal  efficiency  of  the  fungicide,  when  compared 
with  that  of  pure  carbolic  acid,  was  such  that  a  solution  of  1  part  of  the  fun- 
gicide and  50  parts  of  water  would  be  equivalent  to  a  solution  of  1  part  of  pure 
carbolic  acid  and  70  parts  of  water,  and  that  the  fungicide  was  14  or  15  times 
stronger  in  disinfecting  properties  than  a  solution  of  1  part  of  pure  carbolic 
acid  and  20  parts  of  water ;  whereas  the  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of  the  article 
was  not  seventy-one  one-hundredths,  but  was  much  less  than  seventy-one  one- 
hundredths;  and  the  practical  bactericidal  efficiency  of  the  fungicide,  when 
compared  with  that  of  pure  carbolic  acid,  was  not  such  that  a  solution  of  1 
part  of  the  fungicide  and  50  parts  of  water  would  be  equivalent  to  a  solution  of 
1  part  of  pure  carbolic  acid  and  70  parts  of  water,  but  was  such  that  a  solution 
of  1  part  of  the  fungicide  and  50  parts  of  water  would  be  much  lower  than  a 
solution  of  1  part  of  pure  carbolic  acid  and  70  parts  of  water ;  and  the  fungicide 
was  not  14  or  15  times  stronger  in  disinfecting  properties  than  a  solution  of  1 
part  of  pure  carbolic  acid  and  20  parts  of  water,  but  was  weaker  in  dis- 
infecting properties  than  a  solution  of  1  part  of  pure  carbolic  acid  and  20 
parts  of  water. 

On  January  27,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cael  Vkooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  January  28,  1918. 

5135.  Misbranding  of  "  Renouard  Crisin."  U.  S.  v.  Charles  A.  Renouard 
(A.  Renonard  &  Son).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  451. 
Dom.  No.  9599.) 

On  January  12,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
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Charles  A.  Renouard,  trading  as  A.  Renouard  &  Son,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleicim? 
a  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  October  31.  1914.  from  the  State  of  New  York 
Into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  12  quarts  of  an  article,  contained  in  12  bottle, 
labeled  "  Renouard  Crlsin,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information,  In  that  the  article 
was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  IlMAl 
substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  and  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles 
of  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  Insecticidal  and  fungicidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article, 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  labels. 

On  February  5,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Cabl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  &,  January  28,  1918. 
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